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THURSDAY, JUNE 9, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CONSERVATION AND CREDIT SUBCOMMITTEE 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D. C. 
The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., in room 1310, House Office 
Building, the Honorable W. R. Poage (chairman), presiding. 
(H. R. 161, H. R. 5088, and H. R. 6071, are as follows:) 


[H. R. 161, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the sale of certain lands eenaneisneee under title ITI of the Bankhead-Jones Farm 
enant Act 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 32 of title III of the Bankhead-Jones 
Farm Tenant Act (Act of July 22, 1937), as amended (7 U. 8. C. 1011), is hereby, 
further amended by adding the following new subsection: 

“‘(g) To survey, from time to time, the lands and property acquired pursuant 
to this title and determine those lands which he finds suitable, consistent with the 
purpose of this Act, to be returned to agricultural production. The Secretary 
shall make such a finding and determination within one year after the effective 
date of this subsection and not less frequently than once each two years thereafter. 
Property which he finds suitable for return to agricultural production he shall 
forthwith appraise and offer for sale at market value. Such property shall be 
sold only in tracts of sufficient size to provide an economical operating unit for a 
farm family when operated in accordance with good conservation and land 
management practices in the type of agriculture suited to the area in which such 
property is located. In disposing of such property, the Secretary shall limit sales 
insofar as practicable to purchasers who indicate an intention to live on the land 
and who have a background of experience in the type of farming for which the 
land is suited. In such sales the Secretary shall for a period of sixty days give 
preference to qualified persons in the following order: (1) Persons whose farm or 
ranch land has been acquired by the United States since December 7, 1941; 
(2) veterans; (3) among qualified applicants of equal preference, those with priority 
of application. 

“Any right or interest of the United States in minerals under such property 
shall, at the option of the purchaser of the surface rights, be conveyed with the 
surface title at the fair market value of such mineral rights or interest. In the 
event that the purchaser of the surface rights elects not to purchase the mineral 
rights or interests, the Secretary shall promptly offer them for sale to the highest 
bidder at a price not less than the appraised market value thereof. This section 
shall be administered through the Farmers’ Home Administration under rules, 
regulations of or applicable to said Administration, not inconsistent with the 
provisions of this section.”’ 


[H. R. 5088, 84th Cong., ist sess.] 


A BILL To promote an agricultural development program under title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That section 32 of title III of the Bankhead-Jones 
Farm Tenant Act or July 22, 1937, as amended (7 U.S. C. 1011), is hereby further 
amended as follows: 


1 
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(a) Subsection (c) is amended to read as follows: 

‘“‘(e) To sell, exchange, lease, or otherwise dispose of, with or without a con- 
sideration, any property so acquired and being administered by the Department 
of Agriculture, under such terms and conditions as he deems will best accomplish 
the purposes of this title, to public authorities and agencies on condition that the 
property is used for public purposes. The Secretary may transfer without reim- 
bursement or deposit such property to other Federal agencies under such condi- 
tions of use and administration as are mutually agreed will best serve the purposes 
of a land conservation and land utilization program.” 

(b) A new subsection (d) is added to read as follows: 

“‘(d) To donate for campsites and such other purposes, as may be determined 
by the Secretary of Agriculture, to youth organizations established for educational, 
agricultural, or conservation purposes, small tracts of property so acquired and 
being administered by the Department of Agriculture upon such terms and con- 
ditions as he may deem proper: Provided, That no more than one tract may be 
conveyed to each local unit or branch of any State or National organization.” 

(e) A new subsection (e) is added to read as follows: 

““(e) To sell, exchange, or lease property so acquired and being administered 
by the Department of Agriculture to private parties under such terms and condi- 
tions as he deems appropriate: Provided, That sales shall be at market value and 
shall include only lands which are not required for public purposes and which the 
secretary determines to be suitable for return to private ownership, and shall be 
in such manner and under such terms and conditions as he deems would not 
conflict with the purposes of this title: Provided further, That in making such sales 
the Secretary shall give, under appropriate circumstances and to the degree deemed 
equitable, a priority for purchase to the current users of the land: And provided 
further, That exchanges may be made only where the Secretary determines that 
the exchange would not conflict with the purposes of this Act and that the value 
of the property received in exchange is not less than that of the property 
conveyed.” 

(d) Old subsections (d), (e), and (f) are redesignated as subsections (f), (g), 
and (h), respectively. 

(e) A new subsection (i) is added to read as follows: 

‘“‘(i) The Secretary of the Interior, when he determines it to be consistent with 
sound land utilization, is authorized to dispose of public lands under his jurisdic- 
tion which are contiguous or near to lands being disposed of under this title in the 
same manner as provided for the latter lands under this section.” 

Sec. 2. Title III of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act of July 22, 1937, as 
amended, is hereby further amended by adding thereto new sections 35, 36, and 37 
to read as follows: 

‘Sec. 35. All lands administered by the Secretary of Agriculture under this 
title which are not transferred to other Federal agencies or devoted to specific 
Federal uses, or which have not been disposed of under the provisions of section 32 
of this Act within ten years from the effective date of this section, shall thereupon, 
or at such earlier date as may be determined by the Secretary of Agriculture, be 
transferred to the Secretary of the Interior for administration or disposal under 
the provisions of this Act. 

“Szc. 36. Except as provided in section 33 of this Act, receipts from the use of 
lands administered under this title shall be available until expended for the carry- 
ing out of the provisions of this title relating to the disposition of lands: Provided, 
That so long as these lands are administered by the Department of Agriculture, 
the Secretary of Agriculture is authorized to allocate and transfer to the Depart- 
ment of the Interior such receipts for carrying out its functions under the Act: 
Provided further, That upon the transfer of such lands to the Department of the 
Interior pursuant to the provisions of section 35 of this Act, receipts from the use 
of such lands shall be available to that Department for such purposes. 

“Sec. 37. (a) The minerals in lands to be disposed of under section 32 to other 

‘than Federal agencies shall be reserved or disposed of as follows: 

‘“‘(1) In the case of lands disposed of to private interests a determination shall 
be made by the Department of the Interior as to the mineral value of such lands 
and— 

‘*(A) no reservation of mineral interests shall be made where the mineral 
determination is negative; 

““(B) where the lands are known or believed to be valuable for minerals 
subject to the mineral leasing laws, the minerals in such lands shall be reserved 
for development under those laws; and 

‘“(C) where lands are known or believed to be valuable for minerals which 
are not subject to the leasing laws, the minerals in such lands shall be offered 
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for sale to the surface purchaser, or, if he is not interested, to the highest 
bidder at a price not less than the appraised value. 

**(2) In the case of lands disposed of to public agencies or to youth organizations 
under subsection 32 (d) of this Act there shall be reserved to the United States all 
coal, oil, gas and other minerals in or under such property. 

‘“‘(b) All mineral rights reserved under the provisions of this section will imme- 
diately be transferred to the Department of the Interior for administration. 

*“(¢) All minerals heretofore reserved in dispositions of lands administered 
under this title are hereby transferred to the Department of the Interior for 
administration.” 

Sec. 3. Section 44 of title IV of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act of 
July 22, 1937 (50 Stat. 530), which was continued in effect insofar as it affected 
title IT] of that Act by section 3 of the Act of August 14, 1946 (60 Stat. 1064), is 
hereby repealed. 


[H. R. 6071, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To authorize the conveyance of lands acquired pursuant to the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That notwithstanding the provisions of the Act 
of July 22, 1937 (50 Stat. 525), as amended, or any other law, the Secretary of 
Agriculture is authorized to convey any lands under his juridiction which were 
acquired or are being administered pursuant to that Act to the county wherein 
said lands are situated: Provided, That such conveyance shall be made only upon 
the following conditions: 

(a) That the county shall utilize such lands in a manner which will benefit 
public education in the county, and 

(b) That not more than 10 per centum of the marketable timber on the land 
will be removed in any one year, and that all land from which timber is removed 
shall be reseeded, 

Mr. Poace. The committee will please come to order. 

We have for consideration this morning H. R. 161, introduced by 
me, and I believe we are to consider this morning also H. R. 5088, 
introduced by Mr. Cooley, by request. 

The first witness will be Mr. Edward C. Crafts, Assistant Chief of 
the Forest Service of the United States Department of Agriculture. 


STATEMENT OF EDWARD C. CRAFTS, ASSISTANT CHIEF, FOREST 
SERVICE, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
ACCOMPANIED BY EDWARD G. GREST, CHIEF, DIVISION OF 
LAND UTILIZATION PROJECTS 


Mr. Crarts. Mr. Chairman and committee members, I am Edward 
C. Crafts, Assistant Chief of the Forest Service. 

I am pleased to testify before you this morning on Mr. Poage’s bill, 
H. R. 161, to authorize the sale of certain of the title II] Bankhead- 
Jones lands. Responsibility for these lands, since January 2, 1954, 
has been assigned by the Secretary of Agriculture to the Forest Service. 

The general purpose of H. R. 161 is to direct the Secretary to offer 
for sale at market value certain of the title III lands which are found 
by him to be suitable for agricultural production consistent with the 
purposes of the Bankhead-Jones Act. Specifications are included as 
to the frequency with which such determinations of suitability are to 
be made, the size of the tracts to be sold, and the preference to be given 
qualified applicants. Provisions are also included as to conveyance of 
mineral interests and the Farmers’ Home Administration would be 
directed to administer the provisions of the bill. 
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In general the Department is sympathetic with the objective of 
returning certain of the title IIT lands to private ownership. However, 
we do not recommend enactment of H. R. 161, but favor in lieu thereof 
enactment of H. R. 5088, by Mr. Cooley, which includes not only 
provisions relating to sale of title III lands to private owners but also 
other needed amendments to title III of the Bankhead-Jones Act not 
covered in H. R. 161. H. R. 5088 is much broader in scope than 
H. R. 161, which is identical to H. R. 557, of the 83d Congress, and 
on which the Department reported July 12, 1954. At that time we 
proposed a substitute and broader measure which was not introduced. 
Again on March 3, 1955, the Under Secretary submitted draft legisla- 
tion to the Speaker of the House, and it was this bill which was 
introduced by Mr. Cooley as H. R. 5088. 

In the Department’s report on H. R. 161, attention is called to 
certain points wherein the Department believes H. R. 161 is either 
deficient or at variance with the general position which we have taken 
with respect to legislation needed to amend title III of the Bankhead- 
Jones Act. However, perhaps more important than these individual 
specific points are the reasons why the Department favors broader 
legislation than H. R. 161. A brief reivew of the Department’s cur- 
rent policy with respect to administration and disposal of the land 
utilization areas is essential to an understanding of this position. 

The Secretary of Agriculture now has legislative authority under 
section 32 (c) of the Bankhead-Jones Act to sell, exchange, or grant 
lands administered under this act only to public authorities and 
agencies, and only on condition that the property continues to be used 
for public purposes. In addition, the Secretary has authority to 
exchange such lands with private owners and with subdivisions or 
agencies of State governments where the Secretary finds such exchange 
would not conflict with the purposes of the act and the value of the 
property received is substantially equal to that of the property con- 
veyed. However, the Secretary does not now have legislative authority 
to sell or grant to private owners lands administered under title III 
of the Bankhead-Jones Act. During the past year and a half the 
Department has carefully considered the future of lands administered 
under the Bankhead-Jones Act and has developed a program of 
administration and disposal. We believe that this program should 
be sufficiently flexible to provide for retention in Federal or other public 
ownership those lands which are not suitable for private ownership or 
which have higher priority public values. The program should also 
provide for orderly development of those lands which have been 
sufficiently rehabilitated to be suitable for permanent private owner- 
ship by encouraging their transition to private parties. On March 
30, 1954, the Department approved a policy statement. Policy for 
Disposal of Lands Administered Under Title III of the Bankhead- 
Jones Farm Tenant Act. This statement is attached to my testi- 
mony and is the guiding policy under which the Department is 
administering the title [II lands at the present time. 

Part of this departmental program may be implemented under 
existing legislative authority. Part requires new authority, proposals 
for which were developed in collaboration with the Department of the 
Interior and the Bureau of the Budget and are incorporated in H. R. 
5088. The first step in implementing the Department’s policy (step 4 
of the policy statement) is offering to convey title to those title IIT 
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lands which are currently under long-term lease (50 years and over) to 
States and other non-Federal public agencies if the lessee agencies 
wish to acquire title. This action could involve about 800,000 acres 
in 72 areas in 29 States. As of May 31, 1955, a total of 378,000 acres 
in 44 areas in 22 States have been transferred. Only one refusal of 
such offers has been received. _ 

However, the great bulk of the lands currently administered under 
title III are not under long-term lease to States or other non-Federal 
public agencies. Such lands are in two categories: (1) lands under 
short-term lease (10 years), of which there are 5 million acres in 19 
States; and (2) lands under direct administration, of which there are 
2 million acres in 21 States. The objectives of the Department’s 
program are the same for both the short-term leased lands and those 
under direct administration. 

The essential features of the Department’s program with respect to 
these lands include in order of priority: 

(1) Determine which lands should remain in Federal ownership, 
either in this Department or by transfer to other Federal agencies. 
This step has been in process for a number of months (item 5 (b) of the 
policy statement). 

(2) Donation to non-Federal public agencies of lands currently 
devoted to research purposes (item 5 (c) of the policy statement). 

(3) Sale to State agencies of lands not to be retained in Federal 
ownership or donated for research purposes, such sales to be at a 
price to be negotiated commensurate with the value of the lands but 
not less than their original purchase price (item 5 (d) of the policy 
statement). 

Existing legislative authority is adequate to permit implementation 
of the above first three steps of the program. Final decision as to 
transfer of title III lands to other Federal agencies rests with the 
Bureau of the Budget under Executive Order No. 10530 of May 10, 
1954, although this Department makes recommendations to the 
Budget Bureau for such action. 

Mr. AnpREsEN. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question here. 

Mr. Poaae. I wonder if it would not expedite matters if we let the 
witness go on through with his statement before going into questions. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. Very well. 

Mr. Poage. I think we would expedite this hearing by letting the 
witness complete his statement. If the members of the committee 
would rather go into the questions now and do what we did yesterday, 
the Chair is willing to do it. I would like some expression from the 
committee as to whether you want to go into questions now or after 
the witness has completed his statement. 

Mr. Marruews. I know from our experience yesterday if we do 
not hear these witnesses through they will have to come back some 
other time. We sat here for 2 hours yesterday and did not finish 
hearing them. ‘ 

Mr. Poaar. I know that too. 

Mr. Crarts. I am very nearly through with my prepared state- 
ment, Mr. Poage. 

Mr. Poacr. You may proceed, Mr. Crafts. 

Mr. Crarrs. Subsequent steps in the Department’s title III pro- 
gram would require new legislative authority and include: 


64288—55——_2 
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(1) Donation of small tracts for camp sites and other purposes as 
determined by the Secretary to youth organizations established for 
educational, agricultural, and conservation purposes. 

(2) Offer for sale to private parties lands not otherwise earmarked or 
disposed of if suitable for permanent private ownership. Sale offer- 
ings should be for not less than the current market value, and prefer- 
ence consideration should be given to current users (step 5 (f) of policy 
statement). This is the section in the policy statement and also 
oe in H. R. 5088 which has the same general objective as 
H. R. 161. 

(3) Where lands are disposed of to private interests, provision 
should be made for determination by the Secretary of the Interior as 
to whether the lands are valuable for minerals. No reservation of 
mineral interests should be made when the lands are determined to 
have no mineral value. When the lands are known or believed to be 
valuable for minerals subject to the mineral leasing laws, these miner- 
als should be reserved to be developed under those laws. Where 
lands are known or believed to be valuable for minerals not subject 
to the leasing laws, the mineral rights should be offered to the eurlad 
purchaser at not less than the appraised value or, if he is not interested, 
to the highest bidder at a price not less than the appraised value 
(item 5 (g) of the policy statement). Part of the above program with 
respect to mineral interests is also comparable to some of the provi- 
sions of H. R. 161. 

(4) As a final step in the Department’s program, all lands which 
it administers under title III of the Bankhead-Jones Act and which 
are not within a reasonable period of years earmarked for a specific 
Federal purpose, transferred to other public agencies, or disposed of to 
private interest should be transferred to the Secretary of the Interior 
for administration and disposal under the provisions of title III of the 
Bankhead-Jones Act (item 5 (A) of policy statement). 

The preceding briefly summarizes the Department’s policy with 
respect to title I[I Bankhead-Jones lands. Part of the new legislative 
authority which would be necessary to fully implement this policy 
resembles in part that which would be provided by H. R. 161. How- 
ever, H. R. 161 differs in detail and also does not incorporate some of 
the other provisions which the Department favors as necessary to 
permit implementation of this policy. The Department is sympa- 
thetic, however, with the general purpose of H. R. 161 of providing 
means whereby some of the title [1] lands which are suitable for 
permanent private ownership may be transferred to private owners. 

That concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman. Attached 
to the statement is a copy of the approved policy of the Department 
to which I referred in the statement, as well as certain basic statistics 
with respect to the title III lands and a map showing the location of 
those projects which would be subject to this policy. 

(The documents referred, to are as follows:) 


Unitep States DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 


Pouricy ror Dispeosat or LANDS ADMINISTERED UNDER Titre III or tHe BAnkK- 
HEAD-JONES Farm TENANT Act 


1. This policy statement does not apply to lands acquired under authority of 
title ITI of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act of July 22, 1937 (50 Stat. 525), 
but transferred to different status and which are no longer administered as title 


- 
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III lands, orto lands which have been and are administered in connection with the 
national forests. 

2. The Secretary of Agriculture has authority under section 32 (c) of the Bank- 
head-Jones Farm Ponaun Act to sell, exchange, or grant lands administered under 
this act only to public authorities and agencies, and only on condition that the 
property continues to be used for public purposes. In addition, the Secretary has 
authority to exchange such lands with private owners, and with subdivisions or 
agencies of State governments where the Secretary finds such exchange would not 
conflict with the purposes of the act, and the value of the property received is 
substantially equal to that of the property conveyed. 

3. The Secretary of Agriculture does not at the present time have legislative 
authority to sell or grant to private owners lands administered under title III of 
the Bankhead-Jones Act. 

4. Under existing authority the Secretary is offering to convey title to States 
and other non-Federal public agencies which wish to acquire title to those title III 
lands which are currently under long-term lease (50 years and over) to these public 
agencies. This involves about 800,000 acres in 57 areas in 28 States. The con- 
veyance is being made without consideration. 

5. The great bulk of the lands currently administered under title III are not 
under long-term lease to States or other non-Federal public agencies and thus do 
not qualify under the disposal policy of item 4, above. These lands are in two 
categories: (1) lands under short-term lease (10 years), of which there are 5 
million acres in 20 States; and (2) lands under direct administration, of which there 
are 2 million acres in 21 States. The general disposal policy with respect to these 
lands will be as follows: 

(a) Short-term leases will customarily be renewed if desired by the lessee. 
Lands under short-term lease will be withdrawn from lease by the United States 
if the United States disposes of the land. Disposal objectives will be the same 
for lands under short-term lease as for those under direct administration as 
outlined in items 5 (b)—5 (h). r 

(b) The first step in implementing this policy will be to determine which lands 
should remain in Federal ownership either in this Department or by transfer to 
other Federal agencies. Existing authority is adequate for such determination. 

(c) Lands currently devoted to research purposes may be donated to non- 
Federal public agencies for such purposes. Existing legislative authority is 
adequate; may now be implemented. 

@) Lands not disposed of under 5 (b) and 5 (ce) should be offered to State 
agencies at a price to be negotiated, commensurate with its value, but not less 
than the original purchase price. This can be done under present authority. 

(e) Small tracts for campsite purposes may be donated to worthy youth organ- 
izations concerned with agriculture, education, and conservation, such as 4-H 
Clubs, Future Farmers of America, and Boy Scouts of America. Such donations 
will be limited to lands not disposed of under 5 (b), (c) and (d) and ordinarily will 
not be made to local chapters of such groups, but only on a State or regional basis 
and not more than 3 such tracts in any 1 State to any 1 organization. New 
legislative authority is required. 

(f) Lands not diasoued of under items 5 (b), (c), (d), or (e) and suitable for 
permanent private ownership should be offered for sale at not less than current 
market value, giving preference consideration to current users. New legislative 
authority is needed to sell these lands. Land for land exchanges may continue 
under the existing legislative authority stated in item 2, 

(g) With respect to mineral values in lands to be offered for sale to private 
parties: (1) no reservation of mineral values should be made where such values 
are negative; (2) where the lands are known or believed to be valuable for minerals 
subject to the mineral leasing laws, such minerals should be reserved for develop- 
ment under those laws; (3) where lands are known or believed to be valuable, for 
minerals not subject to the mineral leasing laws, the mineral rights should be 
offered to the surface purchaser at not less than the current appraised value, or 
if he does not wish these rights, to the highest bidder at a price not less than the 
appraised value. New legislative authority is needed. 

(h) All lands not disposed of as outlined here should, after a reasonable period, 
be transferred to the Secretary of the Interior for disposal. New legislative 
authority is needed. 

6. The policy outlined herein cannot be fully implemented until there is new 
legislation—now being initiated—authorizing the Secretary of Agriculture to 
donate lands to youth organizations under 5 (e), and to offer lands for sale to pri- 





8 LANDS UNDER BANKHEAD-JONES FARM TENANT ACT 


vate parties under 5 (f). With respect to the sale of lands to private parties under 
5 (f), the lands must be classified to determine which lands are suitable for perma- 
nent private ownership, and the mineral values in these lands must be determined 
before sales can be made. 
Approved: 
(Signed) J. E. Cox, 
Assistant Secretary. 

Date: March 30, 1954. 


TABLE 1.—Assignments, sales, and transfers of land utilization projects made by the 
Department of Agriculture or pursuant to recommendations of the Department of 
Agriculture prior to Jan. 2, 1954 


[149 projects] 
Acres 


Total acreage acquired by purchase, transfer, or exchange 10, 086, 000 
Assigned to Soil Conservation Service (assigned to Forest Service 

Jan. 2, 1954) rears” ee ss ko sdb tes dics = Debeesseudt ac ne 

Assigned to Forest Service prior to Jan. 2, 1954_ _ _- _...-. ? 1, 523, 400 
Assigned to Bureau of Plant Industry (now Agricultural Research 

Service) _ - _-- 4, 300 

Sales under title ae tte. o 27, 400 


Fish and Wildlife Service- -- - -- ete eee E . 590, 800 

Bureau of Land Management -- -- ---- 400, 200 

National Park Service ‘ ' 10, 300 

Berend 60 litter Moiese: oko i be ok wed onde 88, 400 

Transferred to Atomic Energy Commission j 8 25, 300 

Transferred to Department of Defense - -- -- - -- - ‘a 3 137, 100 

1 375,083 acres are under long-term lease or have recently been transferred to non-Federal public agency 
ownership under sec. 4 of USDA policy statement of Mar. 23, 1954. 

2 444,395 acres are under long-term lease or have recently been transferred to non-Federal public agency 
ownership under sec. 4 of USDA policy statement of Mar. 23, 1954. 


_§ Except for 23,274 acres purchased with emergency funds to expand three military reservations, the Execu- 
tive orders transferring these lands provide that the lands be returned to the Department of Agriculture 


when no longer needed for the purposes of the transfers. 
Prepared by Forest Service, U. 8. Department of Agriculture, July 16, 1954. 


TaBLe 2.—Breakdown of land utilization project lands of the Department of 
Agriculture 


Acres 


Total acreage of land utilization land in Department of Agriculture. ! 8, 801, 505 


Lands subject to Department of Agriculture policy statement of 


Mar. 23, 1954: 
Lands under long-term lease (sec. 4) 817, 819 


Available for disposal under sec. 5 6, 905, 939 
Total for this group 7, 723, 758 


Lands not subject to Department of Agriculture policy statement of 
Mar. 23, 1954: 
Lands included in National Forest by Executive order, proclama- pa ae 
Lands conveyed to public agencies and private persons in 
exchange for 196,300 acres within national forests 98, 200 
Lands administered in connection with national forests under author- 
ity of title ITI 137, 847 
Lands administered by Agricultural Research Administration within 


southern Great Plains field station, Woodward, Okla 4, 300 


Total for this group 1, 077, 747 


1 Adjusted sum of 2d, 3d, and 4th items, table 1. This figure is based on June 30, 1954, reports or deeds of 
conveyances to States. It is 5,039 acres less than the sum of the three items listed. 
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TaBLeE 3.—Land utilization project lands of the Department of Agriculture and under 
long-term lease (50 to 99 years) to non-Federal agencies which have been offered 
for transfer to such agencies 


| 
} 
| 


State 


Number) 
of areas | 


Acres trans- | 


Acres 





Arkansas 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
Florida_ ----- 


Kentucky c 
Maine_--_..--- 
Maryland 


Mississippi - - - .- ; 
New Mexico... ---| 
New York._.------/ 
North Carolina- -.-.| 


Prepared by | Forest Serv ice, U. 


ferred to 
4 31, 


North Dakota_ - 
Ohio_. 
Oklahoma. . 
Oregon : 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
South Carolina. - 
South Dakota 
‘Tennessee 
Texas 

Virginia 

West Virginia- 
Wisconsin 


, 610 

, 725 

, 147 | 
2, 190 
53, 342 | 


26, 596 
15, 404 
42, 272 || 
1,315 
21, 176 


3, 120 
3, 291 
34, 544 


Number 


of areas Acres 


i 
| 
} 
| 
| 


38, 400 
19, 324 

3, 056 
39, 168 
10, 649 
56, 188 

2,000 


3, 376 
39, 623 
15, 540 
62, 744 


AnNww heme Re Roe 


72 | 817,819 


8. §. Department of Agriculture, June 6, 1955. 


| 
600 


Acres trans- 
ferred to 
May 15, 


1955 


600 
"19, 324 


39, 168 
10, 649 
27, 469 

2, 000 


75, 390 | 


"3, 376 
39, 623 
1 15, 540 


378, 481 


TaBLeE 4.—Land utilization project lands, subject under Department policy to con- 


tinued Federal administration to extent needed, 


sale to State agencies or sale to 


private persons if legislation authorizing sale to private persons is enacted 


State 


Total 

acres, 
title III 

| land 


(68 meee 


Public 
| domain | 
| included 
| in pre- 
vious 


Under 
| 10-year 
lease to 


local | a ’ 
4 , 
districts Grazing 


Primary uses 


Forestry | Other 


Revenue, 
1954 
calendar 
1} year 





Eastern areas: 
Alabama. .-_.---.-- 


Arkansas... . 


North Carolina. Sas 
Pennsylvania__ 
‘Tennessee - 


Virginia........ 


Acres 


10,777 | 
81, 293 | 
117, 656 |-.--- 


107, 394 


31, 157 | 
465 |... 


1,110 


7, 468 | 
87,049 | 


12, 938 
13, 747 
14, 062 


1,760 |_- 


1, 212 


Phen aincedcdaianiarnid tent 


Western areas: 
California. __-_ 
Colorado __. 
Idaho. _--- . 
PD isi asin niin 
Montana-_- 
Nebraska. -- 
New Mexico. 
North Dakota___- 
Oklahoma... .- 
Oregon__- 

South Dakota-- 


U tah... 


627, 265 


49, 776 | 
|. 107, 187 | 


|1, 933, 522 
| 133, 633 


| 657, 343 | 
}1, 101, 193 | 


81, 287 


105, 874 | 


868, 747 
124, 
39, 0.9 


567, 212 


795 | 


Acres Acres 


10,777 | 


| 
| 
| column } 
— 
| 


Acres 
Pn. an, 14. 850 
103, 419 


#7. 


39, 393 | 
12, 938 | 
13, 747 | 


35, 835 





18, 315 | 
204, 014 

49, 776 | 
88, 338 

1, 778, 167 | 
131, 439 
132, 954 

|1, 097, 649 | 


105, 874 

714, 467 | 
17,780 | 20, 304 | 

| 153, 258 | 542, 329 | 


14, 527 
586, 239 
47, 


~~ 41, 627 | 
4, 362 


687 
37, 527 
104, »63 
440 
12, 405 
61, 774 | 


611, 343 
, 094, 713 
49, 


116, 553 
38, 730 


--|--3 804 | 
2,477 | 


566, 658 


1, 600 | 


| 
| 


| 


5, 545 | 
4, 695 | 
5,281 | 

62 | 


343 | 

93, 989 |... _- 
, 933, 522 |_._. 
117, 349 | 


586 | 
105, 874 | 
853, 831 | 


Acres Acres 


8, 658 | 
62,042 | 
116, 227 | 
100, 636 
27, 487 

465 

1,110 

7,468 |__- 
79, 806 | 


13, 1476 | 
= 760 | 


a 633 | 


434, 447 j 


15, 000 
46, 000 


31, 218 | 





6, 415, 168 | 


16, 905, 939 | 


404, , 523 4, 883, 626 6, 230, 2! 


6, 266, 092 


” 404, "603 |5, O71, 368 


| 


92, 218 


526, 665 | 


519 
4,401 | 
625 | 


113, 1 182 


$1, 020 
46, 967 
8, 695 
18, 553 
127, 320 
26 


50, 537 
2, 212 
1, 970 
6, 895 

66 


264, , 321 


1, 026 
72, 340 
3, 914 
55, 101 
289, 805 
32, 002 
61, 629 
280, 496 
78, 214 
7, 460 
147, 936 
68, 270 
1, 478 
77, 122 


1, 176, 783 


1, 441, 104 


t Includes 50,000 acres sutiable for grazing after grass has been established on it; 20,000 acres used for reerea - 
tional purposes; 32,000 acres are used for such agricultural uses as hay production, grass seed production, and 
cropping, and 7,400 acres are devoted almost exclusively to wildlife purposes; the balance of 9,325 acres are 
administrative sites, or specifically designated as waste. 
Prepared by Forest Service, U.8. Dept. of Agriculture, June 6, 1955. 


largely accounted for in roads, 
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TaBLE 5.—Improvement work accomplished to June 30, 1954, and additional work 


Agriculture policy statement 








| | Completed Remaining 
Item Unit | to June 30, to be 
1954 completed 
Seeding range and pasture ii nialanetekabtile Acres _ . ; 909, 606 | 88, 207 
Seedbed preparation for above - pivuienaian au x es a 226, 865 49, 797 
Brushing : a‘ ; : : do... sagt 31, 749 19, 370 
Fencing eevee pais ee Miles. ...... 13, 563 | 1,010 
Stockwater sources__- a . : alte Number cnal 5, 306 | 314 
l'ree planting........--- ie ssisinhinscheadiaaeeicnia gs adaiiceate ae 55, 906 70, 994 
Fire guards ait hina naiaehtiniaihimeaaas ROR... anennvenns 4, 675 479 
Roads and trails. ‘tie emeide: 2 od ann do... a ae 1, 527 223 
Fire lookout towers_-__......-- Rciiadeits Seteemiaon eee RY 25 | 3 
Telephone lines Sudoargsaioane ee .| Miles eens 405 47 
Administrative buildings. -______- wat ae ee as since SOO os eRe oth 255 |. « waaenaae 
os ow cs ecesienupisoal acmunnechanasienaiuis MAREE SO. «ctnewabuel S00 1) ...tdnsecitu 


tee a i cme eionnen aaa olnntatee 136 








Prepared by Forest Service, U. S. Department of Agriculture, June 6, 1955. 





needed on 6,905,989 acres in 68 projects subject to section 5 of the Department of 


































TABLE 6,—Status of transfer of lands to other Federal agencies under item 5 (b) 
of departmental policy statement of March 23, 1954. Data as of May 31, 1955 


A. AREAS FOR WHICH FEDERAL AGENCY REQUESTED WITHHOLDING OF DISPOSAL 
UNTIL NEED FOR AREA CAN BE DETERMINED 


Number of Number of | 








rr > j rae St« » | 
State areas Acres State areas Acres 
4 66, 979 || North Dakota 2 | 1, 031, 196 
1 18,315 ||} Oklahoma._-_---..---- 1 |} 35, 098 
1 207, 691 || Oregon l 105, 874 
Florida l 117,656 || South Dakota 5 | 868, 747 
Georgia 1 28, 143 Texas 1 | 7, 677 
Idaho 1 49, 776 Utah 1 39, 019 
Michigan B i 1 6,228 || Virginia 1 | 2, 683 
Montana 5 1, 788, 083 || Wyoming 1 | 567, 212 
New Mexico | 5 655, 244 sapien 
North Carolina... | 1 14, 062 Total____- 34 5, 609, 683 


B. AREAS FOR WHICH NO NEED INDICATED BY FEDERAL AGENCIES 





Alabama 1 10,777 || Nebraska... ie 133, 633 
Arkansas 1 14,314 || New Mexico 1] 2, 099 
Colorado 2 419, 574 New York._._. 2 13, 747 
Georgia 2 79, 251 North Dakota 1 69, 997 
Kansas l 107, 187 Oklahoma 2} 46, 189 
Louisiana 2 31, 157 || Pennsylvania 1 | 1, 760 
Maine l 465 || Tennessee 1 | 1, 212 
Maryland 1 1, 110 Texas . 6 | 117, 118 
Michigan 2 1, 240 nT ea 
Mississippi 3 87, 049 Total..... ; 34 | 1, 296, 256 
Missouri 1 12, 938 a —— 
Montana 2 145, 439 Grand total___. 68 | 6, 905, 939 





Prepared by Forest Service, U. 8S. Deps artment of Agriculture, June 6, 1955. 


Mr. Poaces. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Minnesota, 
Mr. Andresen. 

Mr. ANDRESEN. I have only one question. On page 5 of your state- 
ment, at the top of the page under the paragraph numbered (3) you 
referred to the sale of lands to State agencies. In the next paragraph 
you state that there is existing legislative authority to carry out that 
program or that policy. Do you have legal authority now under 
existing law to transfer property to States? 

Mr. Crarts. Yes, we do. 
Mr. ANDRESEN. Under what law? 
































ALABAMA 
AL-LU-8-Tuskegee 


ARKANSAS 


AK-LU-2-Northwest Arkonses 
AK- LU-3-Mariano-Helena 
AK- LU-4-Forrest City 

AK- LU-5-DeVoalis Bluff 


AK-LU-22- southern Arkansas 


CALIFORNIA 
——_——— 
CF-LU-22-Butte Valley 


COLORADO 


CO-LU-4-Southern Otero 
CO-LU-2i- Northeast Colorado 
CO-LU-22-Southeost Colorado 


FLORIDA 


FL-LU- 3 - Withiacoochee 
GEORGIA 


oteenhtmenenennl 

GA-LU-3- Piedmont 
GA-LU-22-North Central 
GA-LU-23-Limestone Valleys 


pao 


iD-LU-I- Southeastern idaho 


KA-LU-~21-Morton. County 


LOUISIANA 
LA-LU-i-Northwest Louisiana 
LA-LU-2-Cloiborne Parish 





































LAND UTILIZATIC 


( Title IT Bankhead -Jones farm 


| Title I lands within these projects ore subject under depart 
needed, ond sale to state agencies; also sale to private pe 






MAINE 
ME-LU-2!-Southern Maine 
Sea UN rei a ot eee 
MARYLAND 
MD-LU-3-~- Eastern Shore NM-LU-4-Hope Lond AJ os tee + “4 sess 
NM-LU- 5- Mills ae tae a 7 Su oh Lee et oa em: 
MICHIGAN NM-LU-21-Union County eee : ts a. ee Seated ; 
Mi-LU-2!I- North Muskegon Sand Dunes NM-LU-22-Cube- Rio- Puerco f ae | enscceeen 
ro MI-LU-22-South Muskegon Sand Dunes NM-LU-25- Northern N.M. Gront Lonos Said t seh 
srode MI-LU-23- West Ottowo Sond Dunes NM-LU-26-Gentrol Curry rel eekstame 
ee MISSISSIPPI new voll _ 
MS-LU-8-WNortheost Mississipp! NY-LU-4=New York Land i 
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MS-LU-2!- Yolobushe OREGON 
SSouR! NORTH CAROLINA OR-LU-2-Centra! Oregon Lond 
NC-LU-2!I- Hi 
MO-LU-2!-Cedor Creek 21-Coswe eenetin inane 
leys a 0 TANA NORTH DAKOTA PA-LU-4- Pennsylvania Lond 
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MT-LU-2-Milk River Lond SOUTH DAKOTA 
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‘ TN-LU-21-Steele Creek 
h NB-LU-I- Pine Ridge 
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LAND UTILIZATION PROJECTS 
( Title IT Bankhead-Jones form tenant act, July 22, 1937 ) 


Title IT lands within these projects are subject under department Policy to continued federal administration t 
needed, and sale to state agencies; also sale to private persons if legislation authorizing such sale is ena 
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Mr. Crarts. Under title III of the Bankhead-Jones Act of 1937. 

Mr. AnprRESEN. Is that being done? 

Mr. Crarts. We have transferred to the States, as I explained 
earlier, several hundred thousand acres of these lands which have been 
under long-term lease. That is being done now. In addition, we 
have authority to sell to State agencies certain Bankhead-Jones lands. 
We are reaching that point. The first step in implementing our 
policy is to ascertain which of these lands need to be retained, under 
rather strict criteria, in Federal ownership. When that has been 
completed, lands will be offered for sale to the States. 

Mr. AnprEsEN. And you do not need additional legislative author- 
ity to accomplish that? 

Mr. Crarts. That is correct. 

Mr. AnprRESEN. That is all. 

Mr. Poaes. Mr. Johnson of Wisconsin. 

Mr. Jonnson. I have recently heard of quite a considerable 
transfer of land to the State of Wisconsin, forest lands, I believe. 

Mr. Crarts. In Wisconsin? 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. I believe it is in the process of being trans- 
ferred right now. 

Mr. Crarts. On this table it does not show any land that has 
actually been transferred to the State of Wisconsin. I would like to 
confirm that by asking Mr. Edward Grest, Chief of the Division of 
Land Utilization Projects. 

Mr. Grest. The deeds are being prepared now. 

Mr. Jonnson. How many thousand acres are involved? 

Mr. Grest. Around 62,000. 

Mr. Jounson. Is that being transferred to the State Conservation 
Department? 

Mr. Grest. That is correct. 

Mr. Crarrts. If you will look at table 3 of these statistics, you will 
see in the middle column 817,819 acres. That table shows by States 
the number of acres that have been under long-term lease to the 
States. They are the lands which have been offered for transfer of 
title to the States. The right-hand column shows those lands for 
which deeds have actually been signed, 378,000 acres. 

Mr. Jounson. Is there any restriction on the use that can be made 
of these lands when they are transferred? 

Mr. Crarts. Yes; there is a restriction that was brought out in the 
hearing yesterday. "They are transferred only on condition that the 
lands are used for public purposes. 

Mr. Jonnson. They cannot be transferred to private interests? 

Mr. Crarts. No; they cannot. 

Mr. Jounson. That is all. 

Mr. Warts. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask a question. 

Mr. Poage. Mr. Watts. 

Mr. Warts. I believe you are familiar with H. R. 161? 

Mr. Crarts. Yes. 

Mr. Warts. I notice on page 2, beginning at line 5, “Such property 
shall be sold only in tracts of sufficient size to provide an economical 
operating unit for a farm family.” 

I am just wondering what size the Department would feel the farm 
would have to be in order to be an economical operating unit? 
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Mr. Crarrs. That is a very difficult question. It would vary in 
different parts of the country. If it was highly productive land in the 
Farm Belt it would be much smaller than if it was grazing land in the 
West where sometimes you have to have several thousand acres in 
order to have an economic unit. 

Mr. Warrs. The thinking in the bill would appear to be that the 
land is to be sold as farm family units. 

Mr. Crarts. I would so interpret the bill. 

Mr. Warts. And not in large blocks. 

Mr. Crarts. I would interpret that clause to mean that; yes, sir. 

Mr. Warts. That is all. 

Mr. Haaren. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? 

Mr. Poaacs. Yes, Mr. Hagen of California. 

Mr. Hacen. I notice in looking at this map that some of these lands 
are in the Dust Bowl area in Oklahoma, Texas, and Colorado. There 
have been some suggestions made that the Government actually 
undertake a program of acquiring lands in these areas. Under the 
Poage and Cooley bills, would you be obligated to sell land in these 
areas where it might actually add to the wind and erosion problem? 

Mr. Crarts. Under the Cooley bill we would not be obligated to 
sell lands in those areas. The language of the Cooley bill would 
allow the Government to retain either in State or Federal ownership 
lands which were earmarked for a specific Federal purpose, and we 
would not offer them for sale under the terms of the Cooley bill unless 
the Department felt that they were suitable for permanent private 
ownership. Therefore, if the Department felt that these lands were 
permanently submarginal or, because of the drought situation in those 
Dust Bowl areas, that those lands were not suitable for permanent 
private ownership, they would not be offered. 

Mr. Hagen. Are you saying that under the Poage bill the Depart- 
ment would be obligated to sell land in these areas? 

Mr. Crarrs. No. I was commenting on the Cooley bili. Under 
Mr. Poage’s bill I am not so clear on that. It says the Secretary shall 
make a finding as to which of these lands, consistent with the purpose 
of the act, should be returned to agricultural production. If he 
finds that, consistent with the purpose of the act, they should be re- 
turned to agricultural production, he would have to offer them for 
sale. 

So I think the answer to your question on the Poage bill hinges on 
what would be consistent with the purposes of the Bankhead-Jones 
Act. 

Mr. Hacen. I want to ask a question that is not directly relevant 
to this bill, but is it your feeling that in this Dust Bowl area your 
management is better than where the lands have remained in private 
ownership? 

Mr. Crarts. The Forest Service has had these lands only a little 
over a year and the Soil Conservation Service had them before. So 
I would like Mr. Grest to answer that question. 

Mr. Grest. Under Government management the lands are returned 
to permanent grass coverage as quickly as it can be accomplished, and 
they are used for grazing purposes. Where the lands in the Dust Bowl 
area in private ownership are still in grazing use, they have stood up 
just about as well as our lands. 

Mr. Hagen. That is all. 
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Mr. Atpprt. Are all these lands, lands that were taken over as 
submarginal land? 

Mr. Crarts. Most of them, yes. 

Mr. AuBert. If they were taken over as submarginal lands by the 
Government and built up and are given back to private ownership, is 
there not a possibility that private ownership will get them back into 
er condition again by overproducing or something of that 
kind? 

Mr. Crarts. There is that possibility and that is why the phrase 
in the policy statement of the Department, ‘suitable for permanent 
private ownership” is so important. Some of these lands have been 
restored to cover—to grass or to trees. Under proper private man- 
agement there is no reason why they could not continue to be good 
lands in private ownership, but of course there are not, in general, 
regulations as to the use of lands in private ownership, and there is 
the possibility on a good many of these lands, that a cycle of overuse, 
coupled with unfavorable climatic conditions, may result in these 
lands again being run down. So it requires very careful administra~ 
tion of this policy to prevent that happening. 

Mr. ALBERT. These lands were owned by private individuals and 
they more or less exploited them and used them up quickly. I am 
familiar with some of that personally. 

Mr. Crarrs. That is right. 

Mr. Auserr. Then the Government built them up and now private 
owners want to come in and get the benefit of what the Government 
has put in the lands. I want to be sure the Government is protected 
in selling these lands and that this is not just a free ride at the tax- 

ayers’ expense for somebody who wants to come in and buy these 
ands. 

Mr. Crarts. I think it is not. Under the policy of the Depart- 
ment the first step was, under rather restricted criteria, to earmark 
such of the lands as the Department felt should remain in Federal 
ownership. Then, before the offer of any land is made to private 
owners, the lands are offered for sale to the States. The States are 
— bodies just as the Federal Government is and presumably the 

tates would be interested in the proper administration and manage- 
ment of these lands. Then, after that step is completed, such lands— — 
and I have no idea how large an acreage might be included in this 
third step—such lands as are determined to be suitable because of 
soil conditions, climatic conditions, and vegetation conditions, would 
be offered for sale to private owners. 

Mr. Atsert. Maybe we should not have taken those lands in the 
first place. I think we should go slow in letting the Government buy 
up lands and build them up if they are to be sold back into private 
ownership. It seems to me a funny policy that the Government 
would come in and buy up lands and improve them and then sell 
them back to private individuals. 

Mr. Poacr. May I suggest to the gentleman from Oklahoma that 
the purpose of H. R. 161 Tas not been brought out. These lands that 
we have under discussion, at least a large portion of them, particularly 
those in the Southwest, which are the ones I am familiar with, as you 
are, are today being in large part leased to a few fortunate, I will say, 
I will not use the word “favored,” cattlemen. 

Mr. AuBeErtT. I agree with that. 

64288553 
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Mr. Poaas. They are paying very, very small amounts under their 
feases, and they are enjoying all the benefits of ownership. To me it 
does not seem to be a fair proposition for the Government to build 
up that land and then turn it over to a half dozen cattlemen. 

Mr. Ausert. That is right. 

Mr. Poaas. That is what has happened. H. R. 161 does not pro- 
pose to give these lands to anybody. It proposes to sell them at the 
market price. 

Mr. ALBerT. I read just a few days ago where certain people in 
northwestern Oklahoma or southeastern Colorado, I am not sure 
which, were suggesting that the Government take over some more 
lands, build them up, and then sell them to private individuals. That 
does not make sense to me. Let me ask you this: Were these lands 
taken by sale or condemnation? 

Mr. Poaas. By negotiated sales. None of them were condemned. 
The Government paid the fair market value for the lands at the time. 
The fair market value was very low, of course, but most of the land- 
owners were glad to sell the lands to the Government at the time. 

Mr. Lovre. When did the Government take them over? 

Mr. Poace. About 1937, I believe. : 

Mr. Ausert. It was a part of the depression program. 

Mr. Crarrs. In 1934, under an Executive order, the President set 
up funds in the Federal Emergency Relief Administration to purchase 
submarginal farmland and to use this land for park, forest, wildlife 
refuges, and agricultural adjustment purposes. 

In June of 1935 this program was transferred to the Resettlement 
Administration, and in 1937 it was moved over to Farm Security. 

So it was part of the depression program not only to take care of 
overused lands, but to alleviate distressed economic conditions for 
individuals who were very happy to sell at that time. 

Mr. Poaae. I think it is fair to call the Cooley bill a departmental 
bill, because it was actually sent here by the Department and Mr. 
Cooley introduced it by request, as is stated on the bill. I do not 
think it should be labeled as the Cooley bill. 

I have no objection to the Cooley bill going farther than H. R. 161, 
because H. R. 161 did not attempt to do anything but take care of 
that portion of the land suitable for return to operations such as graz- 
ing or farming. But it cannot be said that H. R. 161 contemplates 
that the Government will simply improve lands and then turn them 
ever to private individuals, Saees H. R. 161 requires that the 
Government get the appraised market value of the land, and the 
market value will include the improvements the Government has put 
on it, and nobody can buy it at less than the appraised value. 

So there is no question of giving this land to anybody at an unduly 
low price ualess somebody in the Department makes an extremely 
low appraisal. The Government will get the fair market value 
unless there are some unfair appraisals and I do not see how you will 
avoid the possibility of some human error. 

I notice the departmental bill proposes to give a preference to the 
people now leasing these lands, which H. R. 161 does not — to 
do, because those people have enjoyed a special blessing at the expense 


of the Government for a good many years. Because they have been 
sitting there and using Government land for practically nothing for 
a good many years, the departmental bill proposes to give them a 
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continuing preference. H. R. 161 proposes that the first preference 
shall be given to the people who have been dispossessed by the Govern- 
ment since the war began, where the Government has come in and 
dispossessed people in order to use their land to build military 
establishments or some other governmental use. 

Mr. Apert. Does H. R. 161 include those lands too? 

Mr. Poace. No; but it gives the preference to those people who 
have been dispossed of land for governmental purposes since 1941, 
then to veterans, then, if neither group can or wants to buy the land, 
then anybody can come in and buy it at the appraised value. 

There is one other major difference. The Department does not 
want to handle the mineral rights like H. R. 161 handles it. I do not 
see that the objections raised by the Department to H. R. 161 on 
mineral rights are sound, because it merely provides that the mineral 
rights shall be sold at their appraised value. If you know the mineral 
rights are worth $1,000 an acre, all you have to do under H. R. 161 
is appraise the land at $1,000 an acre and the farmer who wil) farm it 
has the right to buy it instead of some oil man. If you decide it is 
worth $1,000 an acre, you can offer it for sale at $1,000 an acre. As I 
understand the departmental bill, the Government would keep the 
mineral rights in many instances. 

Mr. Crarts. That is not quite correct. I think the two bills come 
out the same way on mineral rights except as to those minerals subject 
to the mineral leasing law. 

And those are oil, shale, gas, coal, potassium, sodium phosphate 
and sulfur in two States. Those minerals would be kept by the 
Government. The other minerals would be offered for sale to the 
purchaser of the land. There is that difference on that enumerated 
list of minerals. Otherwise, the results are 

Mr. Poace (interposing). Well, it keeps the Government in the 
business of operating minerals, does it not? 

Mr. Crarts. For that group of minerals. 

Mr. Poage. Those are the minerals you would expect to find. 
You would not expect to find gold in Oklahoma or in Texas or in 
Kansas. You expect to find oil, gas, or coal. Those are about all 
you would expect to find, as a matter of fact; you are not looking for 
metals on this land because there is very little of it mountainous land. 

Mr. Crarts. Yes. 

Mr. Poaae. So the truth of the matter is this departmental bill 
would keep the Government in the mineral business and would keep 
the Government in the business of leasing the lands rather than selling 
it for its actual value. 

Now, I do not want to have the Government give those minerals 
away any more than you do. If the Government says that the 
minerals in certain land is worth $1,000 an acre, you have got to pay 
the $1,000 an acre or you do not get the minerals. 

Mr. Crarts. That is right. 

Mr. Poace. In other words, you have got to pay the full appraised 
value of the minerals but once you pay, once the Government has 
received the actual value of the minerals, then the Government gets 
out of the business. I think that is a much better plan than keeping 
the Government in the speculative field, with the idea that maybe if 
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we continue to operate these mineral lands, we might make some 
money out of them. I just do not believe that the Government ought 
to engage in such a speculative business. I do believe that the Gov- 
ernment should get every dollar out of the land that it is worth and 
H. R. 161 provides that the Government will get it. Under H. R. 161 
once you have found that the land is worth a certain amount, includ- 
ing the value of the minerals, then you have got to ask that full amount 
for it and nobody is going to be aie to buy it at some cut-rate price. 

Mr. Bass. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Poages. Certainly. 

Mr. Bass. I do not know; I might have the wrong idea, I may be 
wrong about the policy now, but as I understand, thes you do is to 
get a value, a minimum price appraisal, and if they do not buy it, it 
is put up to the highest bidder. 

Mr. Poaae. That is exactly what we do, as far as the minerals are 
concerned. 

Mr. Bass. I am referring to land generally. Why have a classifi- 
cation of a favored few? What is the reason for the preference? 
That is what I am referring to. 

Mr. Poags. I think perhaps you came in after we discussed that 
point, Mr. Bass. But the reason for the preference is that there 
have been thousands of farm families dispossessed from their homes. 

Mr. Bass. Oh, yes, I realize that, but that has been several years 
and most of them have been rehabilitated since. 

Mr. Poace. Wait a minute. It has been several years so far as 
those in your district is concerned; but there are many other districts 
where people are being dispossessed right this very day in a good 
many other districts, right in this month of June 1955 because of 
Government activities anywhere in the United States. That is going 
on all the time. 

Mr. Bass. Does the provisions of your bill provide for a date back 
to the year when they were dispossessed? 

Mr. PoaGsn. Yes; it places the date at December 7, 1941, at the 
beginning of the war; to the date of displacement, and gives those 

eople a perfect right to come in and buy these lands, provided they 
co the proper background and experience; that is, a proper agri- 
cultural background. 

Mr. Marruews. Will the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. Poaas. Yes. 

Mr. Marruews. In my section of the country and I know in many 
other sections, for war purposes, say for military purposes, the Govern- 
ment took over a lot of land and gave the people a reasonable value 
at that time. Now, they no longer need this property. And as I 
understand, the Government sells that; it goes to the highest bidder, 
and of course, this legislation does not protect those people. 

Mr. Poage. This legislation cannot touch that; it confers no juris- 
diction over that land. 

Mr. Marruews, This legislation relates ~ to those lands belong- 
ing to the Department of Agriculture, over which this committee has 
jurisdiction. 
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Thank you. 

Mr. Gatutines. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Poaaes. Yes, Mr. Gathings. 

Mr. Garuines. You have presented legislation on this subject for a 
good many years, but this is the first time there has been any hearings 
on this proposed legislation, 

Mr. PoaGs. That is right. 

Mr. Garuines. During the 81st Congress, there was a report from 
the different departments. 

Mr. Poage. Yes. 

Mr. GaruineGs. But this is the first report that I have known of 
in the past year or two. How long has your Department been in 
charge of these lands, Mr. Crafts? 

Mr. Crarts. Since January 2, 1954. 

Mr. Gatuines. You have just come into it recently? 

Mr. Crarts. A little less than a year and a half ago. 

Mr. Garuines. Mr. Chairman, there are so many people in my 
district who are interested in this legislation and I have told them that 
when hearings were held, I would like for them to be advised. I 
was out of town last week and I did not know until I got back this 
week, the first of this week, that this hearing was set for today. I 
was wondering if you planned to hold further hearings in the future 
on this legislation. When do you plan to wind up the hearings? 

Mr. Poacer. Well, I would have this to say, that we would like to 
mark the bill up as soon as we can; we would like to get some action 
on this bill. Obviously every piece of legislation now faces the 
question of whether we ought to continue the hearings further or 
try to get some action, because it is not helping just to pile up legisla- 
tion unless we are going to get some action, and of course we all 
realize that. I am perfectly delighted to have your people come up 
here at any time. 

Mr. Gatuines. When would you like to have them; would you 
like to have them here tomorrow? 

Z a Poaae. Surely; if they can come in tomorrow, they will be 
eard. 

Mr. Garutnes. That is fine. 

Now, do you have authority under existing law, Mr. Crafts, to 
dispose of haw lands as you see fit, to State departments? 

Mr. Crarts. That is right. 

Mr. Garuines. What has been your policy in that regard; have 
you deeded any of them outright without consideration to any State 
or Federal agency? 

Mr. Crarts. If you have my statement in front of you—— 

Mr. GarHIncs. at page in your statement? 

Mr. Crarts. If you will Took on those tables in the back, and look 
at table 3, we have deeded up to the present time 378,000 acres to 
State agencies. 

Mr. Garuinas. 378,000 acres. What criteria do you follow? 

Mr. AnprEsEN. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Garnurnes. On that point? 

' Mr. AnpREsEN. Yes. 

Mr. Garurnes. Certainly. 
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Mr. AnprESsEN. And those were deeded back to the States without 
consideration. 

Mr. Crarts. That is correct. 

Mr. Gatuines. To the departments of the States. What particular 
department of the State was this land deeded to? 

Mr. Crarts. These were all lands that were under long-term 
leases to the States. In some instances, they were leased to the State 
conservation and forestry department, sometimes to colleges and 
different state agencies, and so they were not deeded to any single 
department of the State, in all of the States. They were deeded to 
various State agencies, depending upon the terms of the lease which 
applied to the particular parcel of land in that particular State. 

Mr. Gatuines. Did the game and fish commission acquire any of 
these lands, the 378,000 plus, in any of the States? 

Mr. Grest. I do not believe we have any lands in the Department 
of Agriculture under lease to a State wildlife agency. Those parcels 
that were leased to State wildlife agencies were transferred to the 
Department of Interior at the time the Biological Survey was trans- 
ferred to the Department of Interior, and had its name changed to 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

Mr. Garuines. Let us get back to the question, Mr. Crafts, that 
I was going to ask. Just what criteria have you been using in your 
Department in deeding these lands to State agencies? The Poage 
bill sets out the manner and means and, first of all, whether the land 
is suitable for production of crops, row crops, and otherwise, they 
would be sold accordingly, and they make a survey and make a deter- 
mination as to their suitability, whether the person is able to make a 
living on the property, and how many acres would be required for a 
livelihood for himself and family. 

Mr. Crarts. The criteria we use in the Department is briefly this: 
First of all, the lands which have been under long-term lease to the 
State—that is this group I am covering in table 3—those lands are 
offered, all of them, to the States for transfer of title, without payment 
of consideration by the State, but the deed has in it a clause requiring 
continued public use by the State. 

Mr. Garurnas. Yes. 

Mr. Crarts. Secondly, the remaining lands—and that is the bulk 
of them, I think it is around 7 million acres—those land will be first 
looked over by other Federal departments, under very restricted 
criteria as to ohealias those lands really need to be kept under Federal 
administration; and then what is left after that, all of the rest will be 
offered for sale to the States; not without consideration, but for sale. 

Mr. Gatuines. The Arkansas Game and Fish Commission had a 
lease on the Pine Tree project in my district for a number of years, 
and they have done a fine piece of work there. Would the Arkansas 
Game and Fish Commission be eligible, under your criteria No. 1, 
establishing land values, to obtain a deed to that property? 

Mr. Crarrs. As I understand, this was a short-term lease in that 
particular case, and before such lands would be offered to the State of 
Arkansas they would be reviewed to determine whether there were 
any high priority needs to keep them in Federal ownership. If there 
were, then they would be earmarked for Federal use, 
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If there were not, they would be offered for sale to the States and 
frequently we have had situations already where a number of the State 
agencies have been seeking the same lands. Where we have had a 
situation of competing State agencies we refer that matter to the 
Governor of the State and ask the Governor to determine it. 

Mr. Garuinas. But in cases where there is no conflict of interests 
between the State agencies, where the Federal or State agencies would 
like to come in jointly, and asks that the property be deeded, do you 
look with favor on applications of that kind? 

Mr. Crarts. That is correct. 

Mr. Gatuines. In cases where there is not too large a percentage 
of the overall acreage useful for agriculture. 

Mr. Crarrs. That is correct. 

Mr. Garuines. You do look with favor on that? 

Mr. Crarts. Yes. 

Mr. Garuines. We have two projects like that in the district I am 
privileged to serve. One of them, the Soil Conservation Service, 
about 4 or 5 years ago, made a survey to determine the amount that 
was suitable for row crops or rice production. That was the Pine 
Tree project. In the other one, there is no production at all for agri- 
culture purposes, no row crop production could be had on that prop- 
erty. 

If the Cooley bill is enacted, what do you intend to do with those 
projects? Are you going to change your scheme of things in case the 
Cooley bill becomes law? 

Mr. Crarts. The departmental bill would permit us to continue 
on beyond where our present legislative authority stops and would 
permit us to implement the latter steps in our policy which includes 
the sales to private owners. This we cannot do at the present time. 

Mr. Garuines. What is the difference in the type of land you are 
talking about under the Cooley bill and what you have just outlined 
here for purchase with respect to other property? 

Mr. Crarrs. I am not sure I understand your question, Mr. 
Gathings. 

Mr. Garuines. You have stated that if the State agency was under 
a long-time lease for a piece of property, then you could deed to the 
State agency—as I understand it, you made that statement—and you 
can still do that under the Cooley bill. 

Mr. Crarrs. That is correct. But that is as far as we can go under 
our present authority. If we had the departmental bill, then we could 

o the next step and offer for private sale land not sold to the States. 

e cannot do that now. 

Mr. Gatutnes. Now, is it your purpose, in case the Cooley bill were 
to be enacted, to offer the land that would be adaptable for private 
ownership to any one group or association or group of promoters who 
want to get hold of that tract of land and to sell it off in blocks for 
large considerations? 

Mr. Crarrs. Under the terms of the department bill and with re- 
spect to offers to private owners, the lands would be offered in tracts, 
largely as they are now. to the highest bidder, but giving preference to 
present users. 

Mr. Gatuines. Well, let us take this example where you have in a 
heavy community a lot of folks laying oack there waiting, thinking 
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they are going to go in there as a group and pick up a few thousand 
acres, buy it and get title to it and divide it up in small tracts and sell 
it out. Is that not the case? 

Mr. Crarts. We probably would divide the large tract up into 
about the units in which they are being used at the present time. 
We would not offer 

Mr. Garuines. You would not 

Mr. Crarts. We would not offer a tract for sale in such a way that 
it would invite speculation on the part of a large real estate operator, 
if that is what you mean. 

Mr. Garuines. That is what I am getting at. You would not sell 
it in large tracts; you would divide it up into small tracts and try to 
dispose of those particular tracts to individuals who live on that land? 

Mr. Crarts. To individuals who are dependent upon the land. 
You see, we have a lot of these grazing lands where the individual has 
his ranchhouse on nearby fee land, and he may be grazing on national 
forest land, also on public domain land, and on title III land. 

Mr. Garuines. Yes. 

Mr. Crarts. And all of those lands together constitute an economic 
unit for that family, or that individual. We have not spelled out the 
full details and rules and procedures, but what we will attempt to do 
is to give some sort of an equitable preference to the individual who is 
dependent upon that land at the present time. 

Mr. Gatuines. Now, that is where you run counter to the bill 
introduced by the chairman, Mr. Poage? 

Mr. Crarts. Mr. Poage’s bill, as | understand it, would require 
that the title III land offered to an individual constitutes in itself the 
economic unit. In the situation that I have just described, which is 
quite common in the plains, and in the western part of the United 
States, where the individual does not use these lands for his complete 
support, but also uses some fee lands, some public domain lands, some 
national forest, and some other lands, I do not believe Mr. Poage’s 
requirements would work very well. Perhaps when one thinks only 
of farmland, just cropland, then the requirements would be applicable. 
But where it is grazing land, and where the individual is dependent 
upon a group of lands in different kinds of ownership, then it would 
present a problem. 

Mr. Garuines. Now, as a part of that problem, you have got large 
land utilization areas under your jurisdiction, and a part of it is used 
for grazing and a part of it has been under lease to the game and fish 

ency; then what could you do? Could you set around and sell the 

whole to the State agency, or would you divide it up—we will give you 
back that part that has been used for grazing but we will not deed you 
that part and let you use it for grazing. 

Mr. Crarts. Under the terms of our policy, the first offer oan be 
to A 99 State agency, the whole business. 

Mr. Gatuines. The whole tract? 

Mr. Crarts. Yes; the whole thing. 

Mr. Gatuines. The whole business? 

Mr. Crarts. Yes. 

Mr. Garuines. And what about this, would you offer it for a small 
consideration or without consideration? 

Mr. Crarts. No. As I reeall, it would be offered for sale for a 
consideration of not less than the purchase price. Although the 
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departmental bill does not spell this out, the Department’s policy is 
that it would be offered to the State at not less than 70 percent of the 
appraised price. 

Mr. Gatuines. Seventy percent of the appraised price? 

Mr. Crarts. Yes, that is right. 

Mr. Gartuinas. Now, with reference to this 378,000 acres that you 
have referred to, did that same policy apply to the disposition of the 
378,000 acres? 

Mr. Crarts. No, sir; there are two different situations in respect to 
the offer of these lands to the States: Lands that have been under 
long-term lease—50- to 99-year leases—and where the States have 
been administering them, are offered to States without consideration. 

Mr. Gartuinas. Yes. 

Mr. Crarts. Then if we proceed under Departmental policy and 
under present law, we would offer the short-term lease land to: the 
States at 70 percent of the market value. And, the reason that. it is 
70 percent of the market value and not full market value is because 
of the requirement for continued public use by the States. In. other 
words, it is a restricted deed. So we have two situations: First, the 
long-term lease lands offered without consideration; and, second, 
short-term leased land offered to the States under the 70 percent of 
the market-value requirement. 

Mr. Gatruines. Now, when you say a long-term lease, what term 
do you refer to? 

Mr. Crarts. Fifty years or over. 

Mr. Garuines. Mr. Chairman, there were other questions I would 
have liked to ask but the other members ere here, Mr. Chairman, and 
I will defer to them. 

Mr. Poacer. Let me ask you one other question: Actually you have 
not sold any lands to the States at less than the appraised value? 

Mr. Crarts. No, we have not. 

Mr. Poage. And you do not anticipate any States buying them 
when they can get long-time leases? 

Mr. Crarts. A lot of the States want these lands but when they find 
out what they are going to cost them, some of them are going to lose 
their interest. 

Mr. Poacr. Why, of course; they are going to say, we will wait 
until the short-term lease expires; then we will get a long-term lease, 
and then we will get the land—— 

Mr. Crarts. No. 

Mr. Poaae. I do not think any State would want to buy land under 
that short-term lease provision. 

Mr. Crarts. We are not negotiating any more long-term leases. 

Mr. Poagr. What justification can you give for treating South 
Carolina—and I think you probably gave them some 27,000 acres of 
land—while in the State of Arkansas you gave them a short-term 
lease; and therefore, they will have to pay 70 percent of the appraised 
value of the land. Why the difference in the treatment? 

Mr. Crarrs. Under that particular short-term lease, I am advised, 
they established a game refuge and the Department continued the 
administration of those lands. Your basic question, Mr. Poage—— 

Mr. Poagr. The Department did what? 

Mr. Crarts. Continued the administration of those lands under 
that particular short-term lease. 

64288—55——4 
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Mr. Poaae. Yes. 

Mr. Crarts. In Arkansas. 

Mr. Poacr. Now, why did you not give Arkansas a long-term 
ease? 

Mr. Grest. They refused a long-term lease. 

Mr. Poacs. They refused to take a long-term lease? 

Mr. Grest. In Arkansas. 

Mr. Poacr. They would not refuse with this policy. 

Mr. Gresr. No. f 

Mr. Poacr. They refused when they did not know what they 
could get by taking a long-term lease. i 

Mr. Grest. Back in 1939 and 1940, 

Mr. Jounson. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. PoaGe. Yes. 

Mr. Jounson. What obligation did the State have, under the long- 
term lease; did not the State have to put up some money or something 
like that? ; 

Mr. Crarrs. Under the long-term lease the State took over the 
administration and the responsibility for the land. 

Mr. JoHnson. So all during these years, the States that have had 
long-term leases have established values where States like Arkansas, 
and States which have had short-term leases, have not? 

Mr. Crarrs. Under the long-term lease, the State has had the 
expense and has the complete responsibility for the land. 

Mr. Jounson. The thing I am worrying about in this bill, and you 
do not have the same situation in the South as you have in the North, 
where the logging interests got hold of this land, took off the trees, 
and left it in a condition where people could not make a living out of 
it, and now the Government. is going to put it back in forest, and are 
they going to get it back, and get it in the same shape it was? 

Mr. Poage. Mr. Johnson, under H. R. 161 that could not happen. 
They could not certify forest land as suitable for cultivation. 
See That is one of the things I was worrying about in 
the bills. 

Mr. Poagr. Well, if you will read what it provides, you will find 
that cannot happen, unless the Department certifies that that land 
is suitable for cultivation. 

Mr. Jonnson. But are you not going to give back the administration 
to the Department of Agriculture? 

Mr. Poage. Exactly; I do not know where else it could be placed. 
Somebody has got to take that responsibility. 1 certainly do not 
think the Treasury ought to take it, nor the War Department. And 
it seems to me that the Department of Agriculture is the agency of the 
Government best qualified to make that decision. Naturally you 
have to rely on someone. If the Department makes a dishonest cer- 
tification or a mistake in certifying, you will get errors creeping into 
the program. But if you get honest and intelligent certification, you 
cannot sell a tract of timber as being a piece of land that a man could 
cultivate. 

Mr. Jounson. Maybe on some of these lands, when they get the 
timber off, they will be able to grow a crop, and they may sell it to 
somebody who will want to grow crops. 

Mr. Poacs. They could not certify it under 161. The Secretary 
would have to make a finding that it is suitable for the purpose of 
agriculture, and should be returned to agricultural production, and I 
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do not think he could make such a finding very well if they had just 
cut the timber off of it, do you? I think there is a great deal of dif- 
ference; it is up to the Department to make the finding. 

Mr. Crarts. Mr. Poage, on that question of suitability for agricul- 
tural production, it is one on which we are not clear in the Department 
exactly as to what the intent in your bill was. As a matter of clarifica- 
tion to us, as I understand it, the intent was to mean suitable for crop 
production. 

Mr. PoaGs. For what? 

Mr. Crarts. For crop production. 

Mr. Poace. No; I frankly had no such limitation in mind. I cer- 
tainly intended to inelude, ‘suitable for grazing,’ but I think that is 
agricultural. 

Mr. Crarrts. Well, what I was going to ask was this: With land 
suitable only for grazing purposes, could it qualify under this termi- 
nology as suitable for agriculture? 

Mr. Poaas. I think it certainly is clear, because generally under 
the law you include grazing under agricultural activities. 

Mr. Crarts. We would thus construe the law——— 

Mr. Poace. And that is what I had in mind, very definitely, to 
include grazing, because most of the landowners in the West use 
grazing acres and others suitable for plowing. 

Me. Crarts. That is correct. 

Mr. Garutnes. Would the gentleman yield there? 

Mr. Poaace. Yes. 

Mr. Garturnas. I would just like to ask you a question to follow up 
what Mr. Poage has brought out concerning the dispossessed people. 

What type of people are dispossessed? These lands were acquired 
back in 1935 and 1934, along in there. Would you say that the grants 
to the man who owned that land at that time would be dispossessed 
under the present policy? 

Mr. Poacer. Mr. Gathings, may I explain that the bill does not re- 
late to anybody dispossessed from those lands, because these lands 
were all voluntarily disposed of. There was no condemnation of any 
of these lands. 

Mr. Garurinas. I see. 

Mr. Poags. There was, therefore, no dispossession. The prefer- 
ence in H. R. 161 runs to those who were dispossessed since the 
beginning of World War II by the Government taking land for defense 
purposes, for camps and other purposes. 

Mr. Gartuinas. I understand. 

Mr. Poacse. Where the Government came in and you had to let 
them have the land; they had no choice; the Government took the 
land and it is those people, those dispossessed people, who have the 
preference under this bill to come in and buy some of these lands. 

Mr. Garutines. I have an awful lot of people in my area who 
formerly owned this land and they voluntarily deeded it to the Gov- 
ernment for a small stipend, and now those people today are hoping 
they can come in under the provisions of the Poage bill, they have 
left the land, and they would like now to get back to the old homestead. 

Mr. Poags. The Poage bill does not give them that right of pref- 
erence, no preference whatsoever, because, after all, they sold their 
land voluntarily and they all got the full market value at that time, 
because nobody was even pressured to sell their land at that time; 
most of them were very anxious to sell at that time. So they were 
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not dispossessed in the sense that we refer to here; but the people 
we are talking about were dispossessed, because they had no choice. 

Mr. Garuines. That is correct. 

Mr. Poacsr. When they sold their land. 

Mr. Gartuines. Like I say, I have a good many people down there 
who would like to obtain the old homestead back. 

Mr. Poace. Many of them, yes. 

Mr. Garuines. And get the children to come back home and live 
in the old homestead again. Now, that is the type 

Mr. Poacs. That is true. 

Mr. GaruinGs. But they are anxious to get the land back. 

Mr. Poage. That is true, but that is not the only type involved. 
Of course, there are a lot of them who would like to get back their 
land which they sold in 1935 for what they sold it for; but of course, 
the land was sold for about 20 percent of what it is worth today. 

Mr. Gaturnes. Of course, there might be a situation in the State 
of Arkansas or the State of Texas, or the State of South Carolina, that 
is going to acquire title for a small consideration and in a shorter time 
would be entitled to the same time of transaction. 

Mr. Hagen. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Poage. Yes, Mr. Hagen. 

Mr. Haacen. Mr. Chairman, I have one more question with refer- 
ence to the subject of mineral rights. The Forest Service administers 
a good many types of land owned by the Federal Government included 
under this. Do either of these bills provide a mineral rights disposal 


program that is consistent with respect to these other lands, and if not 
consistent, what is the difference? 
Mr. Crarts. That is a large question, Mr. Hagen. I think you 


may be thinking of the mineral problem that we have on the national 
— reserved from the public domain, such as in California, where 
we have 

Mr. HaGeEn (interposing). I am trying to establish the question 
of whether the bill provides for a wise, consistent mineral rights dis- 
posal program, assuming there is any reason for anyone to buy, to take, 
these lands, and I am wondering if either of these bills, or both, make 
provision for a mineral provision, and whether they are consistent with 
the mineral provisions in our existing policy with respect to the lands 
administered by your Office? 

Mr. Crarts. The title ITI lands, which were originally public 
domain lands, and there are roughly about a half million acres of 
those, are subject to the same mineral rights, and the mining laws of 
1872, as apply to the national forests reserved from the public domain. 

The mineral provisions in the departmental bill, and in Mr. Poage’s 
bill, relate to how minerals would be handled if the land were dis- 
posed of to private ownership, which is not a problem that we have 
with respect to national forest lands, because they are not being 
disposed of. 

Mr. Hagen. However, you do have other lands that are disposed 
of to private persons, and you have a provision there with respect to 
mineral rights, do you not, and under such a provision, they are dis- 
posed of directly by the Federal Government or through conveyance 
to the States, and then disposed of by the States? 

Mr. Crarts. I do not know which lands you are referring to, 
Mr. Hagen. 
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Mr. Hacen. Well, I am thinking of the school lands, so called, 
where the State gets them and then they turn around and make a 
transfer of title; then they are divided into small tracts, and you 
create mineral rights there. 

Mr. Crarts. Those types of situations and lands are administered 
by the Department of the Interior, not by the Department of Agri- 
culture. I would have to plea that on those questions I am not 
qualified to answer. The mineral provisions in the departmental 
bill, and the application of the mineral laws to the school tracts were 
developed and are administered by the Department of the Interior. 
Mining laws are administered by the Department of the Interior; you 
would really need to question the Department of the Interior on 
those matters rather than the Department of Agriculture. And I 
cannot answer those questions. 

Mr. Poags. Would you yield to me? 

Mr. Hagen. Yes. 

Mr. Poagcs. To try to give you the answer, I think it is only 
fair to say that it has been the general policy of this committee for a 
good many years, since I have been sitting on it, to try, as far as 
possible, where we have had jurisdiction over lands belonging to the 
Federal Government, to provide that the minerals should ordinarily 
go with the surface of the land, in order that the agricultural people 
of the United States might enjoy the increased wealth that comes 
with the development of minerals. 

We have consistently made exceptions in regard to mineral lands 
where there were known minerals, and in cases where there were known 
minerals, it. has been our feeling that the Federal Government should 
realize from that, and each of these bills does make that exception very 
definitely. 

Mr. Garuines. Will the gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. Poaas. Yes. 

Mr. Garuines. I recall a few years ago when the Farm Home 
Administration Act was under consideration, the Ed Gossett amend- 
ment was adopted which provided that where there were no known 
minerals at that particular time, in that particular area. 

Mr. Poacs. Yes; we have been including the minerals with the 
surface of the property. 

Mr. Gatuines. Where there was no known value. 

Mr. Poacs. Yes; that has been the general policy, and we have 
recognized in this committee, as a policy in the sale of Government 
lands, where there are known minerals, we have felt that the Federal 
Government should at least receive compensation for the value, so 
we have always tried to provide that the Government should get the 
money, and both of these bills do provide, if there are known minerals, 
under either one of these bills, the Federal Government would get 
compensation. Under one, H. R. 161, it would sell the minerals at the 
appraised value of the minerals, get its money, and get out. Under 
the departmental bill, it would retain the minerals and lease them 
under the leasing arrangement, so that the Government. would get the 
value of the minerals in either case, if there are known minerals. 

» But if they are simply selling these lands, where there is no: known 

i value, and no market value, we let the minerals go with the 
surface of the land, in order that the farmer, rather than some outside 
agency, might profit from those minerals. We have felt—I think it 
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is fair to say—we have felt over a period of years that there was an 
unfortunate tendency in the United States to separate the mineral 
values, the mineral estate and the surface estate, and if that is ever 
carried to the extreme, you will find that when a new oilfield is devel- 
oped, and new mines of other sorts are developed, the landowner, the 
farmer, will get no benefit out of that, but it will all belong to some 
bank holding company, probably, in New York City. 

Now, it seems to me that that is the answer to the question. Mr. 
MclIntire, you had a question? 

Mr. McIntire. In further substantiation of that, the committee 
has clarified the situation in relation to lands acquired under the 
lending authority of the Farm Credit Administration. 

Mr. Poaces. That is correct. 

Mr. McIntire. That is in further substantiation, as a matter of 
record, to your point. 

Mr. Poaaer. That is right. 

Mr. Jonnson. Will the gentleman yield for another question? 

Mr. Poaae. Yes. 

Mr. Jonnson. I have two questions I would like to ask. 

Mr. Poagee. Yes. 

Mr. Jonnson. I know one thing, and it has nothing to do with the 
Federal Government, so far as lands are concerned, but the Federal 
land bank, even where there is no mineral rights, in order to keep the 
mineral rights on the farm, they foreclose on the 

Mr. Poace. Mr. Johnson, may I make this statement? 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes. 

Mr. Poace. The land bank is not a Federal institution. 

Mr. Jonnson. I realize that. 


Mr. Poace. And we have done this—and I can say that there has 
been legislation here to prohibit land banks from doing that very 
thing. 

Mr. Jounson. Yes. 

Mr. Poags. And I think they ought to -_ it. And the thing that 

i 


I have said to my land banks is that they ought to volunteer, and they 
went so far, in the Texas District, they went so far as to appear 
before the Texas Legislature and seek legislation to prohibit anybody 
from making those mineral reservations. But they have taken the 
position in our section of the country that they cannot afford to forego, 
when the insurance companies are engaged in the same type of prac- 
tice, but they are perfectly willing to forego it, if their competitors 
were compelled to forego it. 

Mr. Jonnson. The other question I was going to ask, and I do not 
believe your bill sets it out, but who is going to appraise what the 
minerals under the ground are worth? 

Mr. Poacs. The Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. Jounson. Have they got people qualified to appraise the 
value of the minerals? Down in the oil States and other areas, they 
have got men who come in and make appraisals. 

Mr. Poage. I think you will find this, that the mineral rights— 
this is under H. R. 161 which provides: 

Any right or interest of the United States in minerals under such property, shall, 


at the option of the purchaser of the surface rights, be conveyed with the surfave 
title at the fair market value of such mineral rights or interest. 





LANDS UNDER BANKHEAD-JONES FARM TENANT ACT 27 


Mr. Jounson. They might know the value of the farm, but they 
would not know the value of the oil interest under the farm. 

Mr. Poacer. Well, certainly, it would be easy enough to determine 
what the market value i is; they can find out what the land is selling 
for and what the minerals are selling for, and that determines the mar- 
ket value. I think I can pretty well go ‘down and determine what the 
market value of the mineral is. 

Mr. Haagen. May I ask the Chairman a question? 

Mr. Poage. Certainly. 

Mr. Hacen. Under your proposal—lI think it is contrary to the De- 
partment’s proposal—oil rights, for example, would have to be offered 
for sale 

Mr. PoaGe (interposing). At the market value. 

Mr. Hagen. That would be the fair market value; is that correct? 

Mr. Poaacs. Well, it would have to be first offered to the owner of 
the surface at the fair market value. 

Mr. Haagen. And then it would have to be sold? 

Mr. Poage. If the owner of the surface right did not take it, in 
the event the purchaser of the surface right elected not to purchase 
the mineral rights and the interest, the Secretary would promptly offer 
that interest for sale to the highest bidder at a price not less than the 
appraised market value thereof. In other words, he appraises it and 
if he finds the land, and determines the mineral rights are worth $500 
an acre—suppose I have bought the surface rights, and I do not 
think it is worth that; I simply want the land and I do not want to 
speculate on the mineral rights, and I will say to him that I do not 
want to buy those mineral rights, then it becomes the duty of the 
Secretary to immediately advertise those minerals for sale, and if he 
gets a high bid of $800 an acre, he takes it. But if he gets a bid of 
$400, which is less than the a praised value, he does not sell it. He 
advertises them but he has po to get what he figures is the fair value 
of the minerals, and then he gets whatever more the market value 
represents. 

Mr. Hagen. That creates a real problem for the Department 
because I do not know of any instance where an oil firm, or any 
other interest exploring for oil, buys any land outright. They 
generally have a royalty setup, and it would be very difficult, I would 
think, to establish the fair market value in a deed for oil rights. 

Mr. Poags. That is exactly what we are not doing. We are not 
selling the land in fee to the oil company. We are selling only the 
surface to the man who has qualified as being experienced in the 
type of agriculture that is required on this land. 

Mr. Hagen. In other words, what we are saying is, in respect to 
the oil rights, under your bill, that the Department would be author- 
ized to enter into a royalty situation? 

Mr: Poager. No; it is to sell the mineral rights, not to sell the land, 
but to sell the mineral rights; and there are plenty of people who buy 
the mineral rights today. 

Mr. Hacen. Well, you are from an oil-lease producing State; do 
you know of any situation where an oil company ever buys any 
mineral rights in fee? 

Mr. Poagsr. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Hagen. With a lump sum payment on it? 
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Mr. Poacr. Oh, yes. Why, there is one company that will buy 
anything. If you have got one hundred—just a fishing right, if you 
have got anything anywhere, they will buy anything you have to sell. 

Mr. Hacen. But when they buy it, they do not know whether 
they are going to get a dry hole or not, and the market price, or value, 
has a very definite relationship to what it is worth, and it would be 
worthless without oil established, but have great potential value for 
speculation. 

Mr. Poace. But you know what the market value is when you 
get oil, compared with what you purchase, anywhere. That is exactly 
what we require here, where you have got oil, you have a fixed price. 
If you do not have oil, then it is left with the Department of Agri- 
culture to fixed the market value, and they go out and advertise for 
bids to see if they can get anything above that. And if they cannot 
get anything above that, they do not sell it. 

Mr. Jounson. Who sets that value? 

Mr. PoaGce. The Agriculture Department sets the value. 

Mr. Gatuines. May I ask another question? 

Mr. Poaae. Certainly. 

Mr. Garurtnes. Before you conclude that, I just wanted to ask if 
the Poage bill, No. 161, is passed by the House and the Senate, and 
is put on the President’s desk, what would be your attitude? Would 
you suggest that the President of the United States put his signature 
on that piece of legislation, Mr. Crafts? 

Mr. Crarts. Mr. Gathings, that is a hard question. Of course, on 
these bills the concerned department makes a recommendation to the 
White House. This bill does not do what the administration pro- 
posals are. It contains some of the same principles. 

Mr. Gatuines. How far are you apart? Could you take the 
Poage bill 

Mr. Crarts. I beg your pardon? 

Mr. Gatuines. How far are the bills apart? Could you take the 
Poage bill and amend it? 

Mr. Crarts. I think it would be easier to take the departmental 
bill, because it has other provisions that are not attempted to be 
touched in the Poage bill, and if the committee wished to amend the 
departmental bill, and incorporate some of the provisions in the Poage 
bill in it, I think that would be the better solution. 

Mr. Gartuines. As between the two, you would rather have the 
departmental bill taken and amended, rather than the Poage bill? 

Mr. Crarts. That is correct. 

Mr. Poaae. I have another question that I want to get definitely 
answered before you conclude. 

Chairman Vinson introduced legislation touching on some of these 
subjects. He has introduced a bill that I think is probably before us, 
H. R. 6071, in which he proposes, under such rules as are set out, 
transfer of land to counties for educational purposes; for the benefit of 
public education in the county. Do you consider that you have the 
authority today, if you wanted to, to convey these lands to sub- 
divisions of the State for public services? 

Mr. Crarts. Yes. 

Mr. Poace. Now you stated you had a right to convey it to a 
State. I asked you if you had a right under the existing law, if you 
decided to sell them, to convey these lands to political subdivisions 
of a State for public purposes. 
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Mr. Mynarr. I am E. F. Mynatt, Assistant General Counsel, 
Department of Agriculture. The answer is “‘Yes,’’ we would. 

Mr. Poage. Are you familiar with the Vinson bill? 

Mr. Mynarr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poager. Do you thing you have the power now to do what the 
Vinson bill would provide for? 

Mr. Mynart. Yes, sir; I do. 

Mr. Poaacs. In other words, you mean it would add no new powers 
to your existing powers? 

Mr. Mynarr. No, sir; it would not. It is an authorization bill—it 
is not a direction—and we have that authority now. 

Mr. Poage. It would clarify it? 

Mr. Mynart. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Poacz. I think it is perfectly clear and I am very much obliged 
to you. Are there any further questions? If not, we are very much 
obliged to you, Mr. Crafts, and the gentlemen with you. We appre- 
ciate you very helpful testimony. 

Now I see Mr. Fernandez is here. Did you want to appear on this 
bill, Mr. Fernandez? 

Mr. Frernanpez. I would like to say a few words. 

Mr. PoaGe. We will be delighted to hear from you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. ANTONIO M. FERNANDEZ, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO 


Mr. Frernanpez. Mr. Chairman, I very much appreciate your 


letting me say a few words on these two bills, although I did not 
understand H. R. 5088 was before the committee for a hearing and, if 
it is, 1 would like to have time to prepare and file with the committee 
a statement on H. R. 5088. 

Mr. Poaacs. We will be very glad to have you do that. 

Mr. FrrNanpez. However, my statement this morning applies to 
both bills in a general way. 

In New Mexico, as the chairman of this committee knows, we have 
two tracts of land known as the Lobato Grant of 91,800 acres and the 
Pueblo Grant of 23,464 acres. Under a bill approved by this com- 
mittee and passed by the 82d Congress, that land was permanently 
turned over to the Forest Service for administration. I do not know, 
but I do not believe it was the intent of either one of these bills to 
apply to those 2 tracts of land, and I would like to ask the Department 
whether it is their understanding these bills do not affect in any way 
whatever the 2 tracts of land which were turned over to the Forest 
Service for administration under the act of 1952, Public Law 419? 

Mr. Crarrs. These bills would not affect those lands. 

Mr. Frernanvez. If that is the case, then I think there should be 
either language in the report, or an amendment inserted in the bill— 
which is a very simple matter—making it clear that the law passed 
in 1952 is not in any way changed and these lands will not be affected. 

Mr. Garuines. It is kind of you to make that suggestion and I do 
trust you will follow through on it. I think the chairman ought to be 
advised of it. 

Mr. Fernanpez. I will be glad to discuss it with him. 
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Then we have several other grants. We have 5 grants known as 
the Northern New Mexico Grant Lands comprising 238,993 acres; 
then we have the Northwestern New Mexico Grant Lands, compris- 
ing 271,150 acres. Now these aregrantlands. They are grants which 
were given by the Spanish Government and then confirmed by the 
Congress and later bought by the Government. That is the second 
category of land we have. 

Those lands were purchased for two purposes. One was to rehabili- 
tate them and the second was to so manage them that they would be 
protected as part of the watershed of the Rio Grande and other streams 
in New Mexico. I do not believe those lands ought to be put in the 
same category as those which are dealt with by this bill, and I think 
they are included. 

Mr. Garuines. Can you point out on the map attached to the 
Department’s testimony just which ones of the projects you refer to 
now? They are designated as LU-4, LU-22, LU-21, LU-5, LU-25, 
and LU-26. 

Mr. Fernanpez. All except LU-5. They are LU-21, LU-22, 
LU-25, LU-26, and LU-+4. All the rest are grant lands. 

If this bill covers those lands, I will have to oppose the bill, because 
I do not think at this time the Forest Service should have that author- 
ity. I think they would exercise it wisely if they had it and I do not 
think they would sell the lands; but if we give them that authority 
they will be under constant pressure by speculators to put those lands 
up for sale. Those lands are now being used in small units for farms 
and none of the units would be able to buy the lands; if sold at all, 
they would be sold to some big land speculator, and we would have 
tremendous pressure in the years to come to have the land taken out 
of the Forest Service and sold. 

Mr. Garurineas. Does either one of the bills now before the com- 
mittee have any safeguards to prevent that? 

Mr. Fernanpez. No, sir. The only safeguard is there is discretion 
in the Forest Service and, as I say, I think that discretion would be 
wisely used; but I do not think they should be put under pressure by 
including those lands in this bill. Therefore, I would not be able to 
support either one of these bills unless those lands are excluded. 

They are very large tracts of land and I think if Congress, or the 
Forest Service, feels they should be sold, they ought to be brought be- 
fore the Congress individually with a specific provision that they be 
sold, so that Congress can pass on it. I do not think we should give 
the Forest Service authority which would put them under terrific 
pressure. / 

The third category of lands are the ones mentioned awhile ago, the 
LU-5, LU-23, LU-26, LU-4, and LU-21. Those lands weve not 
grant lands; they are homestead lands, such as those in the State of 
Colorado with which the gentleman from Colorado, Mr. Hill, is famil- 
iar. Those homestead lands were plowed up and later bought by the 
Government and put back into giass. Those lands, perhaps, ought 
to be in this bill. However, the authority given in the Poage bill for 
preference to veterans and others, I have an idea, would be very much 
opposed by everybody around those areas. I have not heard from 
them, because they probably did not know this matter was coming up; 
but I think Mr. Hill, from Colorado, will agree with me that the men 
who are using the lands now who have fenced them in as part of their 
pasture, would want to have some preference; because if a veteran or 
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former owner of the land comes in and bids on it a higher price, it 
would break up their land. And I think if they are sold, they ought 
to have a preference at least to meet that high bid and keep their pas- 
ture intact, which in many cases has already been fenced in. There- 
fore, I think those people would be very much opposed to the Forest 
Service having this broad authority. 

Mr. Hit. You are talking about homesteaded lands? 

Mr. Fernanpez. That is right. 

Mr. Hii. I know the gentleman from New Mexico, Mr. Fer- 
nandez, is a good attorney, and can you tell me and give me definite 
information how when we sell this land—and I have a lot of it in my 
district—how we could sell this land to individuals and still retain 
the authority to prohibit the plowing up of this land that has been 
put in grass? 

Mr. Farnanpez. I do not think you can retain authority to pro- 
hibit it and that is one of the weaknesses in this thing. If you sell 
it back and they plow it up again, all we have done is to march up 
the hill and then march down again. Those lands are right now in 
what is now the beginning of another Dust Bowl. They are in the 
eastern part of the State and the southern part of Colorado, and the 
western part of Oklahoma. 

Mr. Hiuu. You have some in the northeast part of Colorado, too. 

Mr. Fernanpez. Yes. I was referring to where you had the big 
Dust Bowl in the northwestern part of Oklahoma, the northeastern 
part of New Mexico, and the southeastern part of Colorado, which is 
very dry and which was a Dust Bowl area back in the thirties when 
the lands were purchased, and where they are about to get in that way 
again now. And I do not think they should be sold in this manner, 
unless you sell them to people who would like to keep them as grazing 
units. 

Mr. Hiuu. Let me get back to my question. You slid off from my 
question. 

Mr. Fernanpez. | said the answer to your question was no. 

Mr. Hitt. I know you said the answer to my question was no, but 
I do not believe that, either. I am a hardware merchant; I am not a 
lawyer, and I want you to clarify my thinking. 

e can sell Federal lands and reserve the minerals—right? 

Mr. FERNANDEZ. That is correct. 

Mr. Hiiu. And we do it? 

Mr. Frernanpez. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Hinz. We can sell Federal land and reserve reservoir sites? 

Mr. Fernanpez. That is right. 

Mr. Hiiui. Then do you mean to tell me this morning we cannot 
sell Federal lands and put a clause in the deed that those fellows 
cannot. plow the land up again and put it in wheat when we are in war 
and tear it all up so that it will blow away? Why cannot we? I 
want to know if we cannot do it now, then let us make it read so we can. 

Mr. FernanpeEz. I would not say you could not do that; I suppose 
you could put restrictions on, but it would not be a sale of the fee of 
the land, because you would have restrictions on the use of the land. 
I suppose that can be done, but not under this bill. This bill does 
not provide for that to be done. 

Mr. Hitu. Let me say further to the gentleman from New Mexico, 
Mr. Fernandez, that I for one will not support any legislation like 
this, not a single piece of legislation like this, on the floor of the House, 
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and I will do everything I can to defeat it, if you are going to permit 
the sale of these dry lands that we have spent haiadinke of thousands 
of dollars on in my district to develop grass and have done an excellent 
job, and then this bill permits us to sell it to farmers who come in and 
plow it up and then have it blow away again. I will be no party to 
any such legislation. 

Mr. Fernanpez. Yes. 

Mr. Hit. And I am serving notice right now. 

Frernanpgz. That is exactly what could happen under these 
bills. 

Mr. Hii. Then, as far as I am concerned, I am against the whole 
business. But I know if you can reserve minerals and if you can 
reserve reservoir sites and tie the land up in conservancy districts, 
there is some lawyer in the House of Representatives who is smart 
enough to work out a bill that can save what we have done. Other- 
wise, I am going to help in every way I can to defeat the legislation. 

Mr. Frernanpez. Let me point out to the gentleman that the Poage 
bill specifically contemplates the sale of land suitable to be returned 
to agricultural production. At first, I thought maybe that meant to 
sell the land for cultivation, in which case, of course, I would be op- 
posed to this outright, so far as lands in New Mexico are concerned: 
I do not know about other areas; I am speaking only of lands in New 
Mexico, and I particularly wanted to bring to the attention of the 
committee these grant lands. I believe the Department itself agrees 
with me that those grant lands ought not to be sold now, and I think 
an. amendment to the bill would satisfy the objection I have so far as 
those lands are concerned, and that is my main purpose. 

Mr. Hiuu. The gentleman agrees with me that we should not even 
consider disposing of this land in this Dust Bowl? 

Mr. Fernanpez. For cultivation. 

Mr. Hiu. For any type of cropping, except the scientific handling 
of that land in that area? 

Mr. Frernanpez. That is true, in that area. I am not talking 
about any other area; I do not know about any other area. 

Mr. Garturnes. I am really interested in your testimony that has to 
do with speculators coming in and acquiring these lands, and you do 
not feel either one of these bills here is properly safeguarded im that 
respect? 

Mr. Frernanpez. No; because I do not think the Department 
should be given authority to sell those grant lands now. I am 
satisfied and would like to have an expression from them, if the 
chairman will ask the question, if they think they should be sold 
now. I do not think they believe that. 

Mr. Garuines. I agree with you on the overall policy that specu- 
lators should not be allowed to come in and acquire great blocks of 
land and make a great amount of money, and divide the lands up. 

Mr. Fernanpgz. I agree with the gentleman. I think those 
amendments would take care of my objections to these two bills so 
far as grant lands are concerned. 

I want to thank the committee very much for hearing me. 

Mr. Poacs. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Hacen. In connection with Mr. Fernandez’ testimony, I 
would like to ask you a question, Mr. Chairman, with respect to 
your bill. On page 1 you seek to amend the Bankhead-Jones Farm 
Tenant Act; is that correct? . 
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Mr. Poags. That is right. 

Mr. Hacen. And, as | understand it, originally, at least, with 
respect to this part of the program, it was established to take care 
of this wasting away of submarginal land, and so forth, and misuse? 

Mr. Poacs. That is right. Of course there were a good many 
reasons for that. One reason was to put some money in circulation. 

Mr. Hacen. ‘I do not know, because I was not here at that time. 
But I was wondering, in that connection, about this language of yours 
in line 9. You say: 
to survey, from time to time, the lands and property acquired pursuant to this 
title and determine those lands which he finds suitable, consistent with the purposes 
of this act, to be returned to agricultural production. 

Mr. Poaae. Frankly, that was the thought at the time this bill was 
written. Remember, the bill was written several years ago. It was 6 
or 7 years ago when the bill was first introduced. We thought we had 
safeguarded it. Possibly there are additional safeguards that are 
needed. I personally have no objection in the world to additional 
safeguards. 

We have discussed a good many times just how far you can go and 
how far you should go in putting limitations on a fee you grant. [| 
know there is a difference of opinion there; but, as far as I am con- 
cerned, I am not wedded to any idea that this is the only acceptable 
language, and it may very well be that we ought to go further with 
tying down the use of this land. It is true a good deal of discretion is 
left in the Department, and I think you would not want to write it 
into the law. I think all of us agree with Mr. Hill that you should not 
put any of these lands back in a position where they would revert to 
their former condition, and the question then is how much you want 
to make it administratively, and how much you feel should be put in the 
law. It may be we ought to write more into the law. This does put 
a great deal of discretion into the hands of the Department and it may 
be the committee may find we want to put a good deal more restric- 
tions on the Department. 

Now we will hear from Mr. Triggs. 


STATEMENT OF MATT TRIGGS, REPRESENTING THE AMERICAN 
FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 


Mr. Triaes. I am Matt Triggs, representing the American Farm 
Bureau Federation. 

I am sorry to say we do not have a prepared statement, but I will 
only take a minute or two to present our viewpoint with respect to 
the bills under consideration by the committee. 

We favor the objectives of H. R. 161 and H. R. 5088. It is our 
belief that federally owned land not required, or no longer required, 
for essential governmental purposes should be classified as to its 
suitability for various purposes and that land which is classified as 
suitable for farming or grazing land and which may be efficiently 
managed and developed by private ownership should be disposed of 
by the Government. 

It is our belief that this should be without the reservation of mineral 
rights. 

Many of these title III lands are now being utilized by private 
persons under permit or leasing arrangements with the Federal agen- 
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cies, in most instances by farmers who live nearby, or on adjoining 
tracts of land. In many instances, as we understand it, a number 
of farmers have been authorized to use a grazing area on a common 
or community basis. The great majority of those farmers are rela- 
tively small operators. It is our view that in those instances where 
two or more parties are interested in acquiring the same tract of land 
at the appraised value, a preference should be provided for those 
now using the land. Such private uses become a part of the farming 
pattern in the community and part of the farming practice of the 
individuals involved, and to terminate their use of the land would, 
jn our opinion, be an unnecessary disruption of the manner of farming 
in that community. It appears to us that to permit present. users 
to have a preference would in large measure take care of the problem 
as presented here by Congressman Fernandez. 

H. R. 161 provides that land classified for disposal ‘‘shall be sold 
only in tracts of sufficient size to provide an economical operating 
unit.’”’ We certainly concur in this provision. It also provides that 
it should be sold to persons who intend to live on the land. These 
are appropriate criteria if we are thinking of creating new farms on 
those tracts of land. But it would appear to us to be desirable that 
language be inserted in the legislation to take care of those instances 
where pieces of land are to be sold to adjoining current users. The 
principle should be that the total farm of the new owner should be 
an economical unit and he may quite appropriately live on his present 
operation and have the additional part of this area offered for sale. 

That is all I have. 

Mr. Poacer. I can see your suggestion is a good one, or the sugges- 
tion of the Department. I think there should be some provisioh in 
there taking into consideration the total ownership in determining 
what is an economic unit. I think probably the language of H. R. 
161 is defective in that respect and it should include consideration of 
the entire unit, rather than simply a part as at this time. 

IT am much concerned about some of the facts involved in this thing 
and I know there is a difference of opinion as to what they are. I 
wonder if the Department would be willing to get a list for us—I do 
not mean the names of the people who are leasing this land now, but 
the numbers in each State and the size of the units they are leasing 
and the amount they are paying for it. Could you do that? 

Mr. Crarts. We will be happy to do that. 

Mr. Poacer. Frankly, your statement is not in keeping with the 
information I have. I do not mean to challenge it, because I think 
we will have to get this information to know just where we are. My 
understanding is a substantial part of that land is leased out in rather 
large blocks to people who are not dependent on the land for a living. 

Mr. Triaes. I think that probably both situations are true. 

Mr. Poaces. In tracts handled in small blocks where local farmers 
are dependent upon it, it places a different consideration on it. 

Mr. Hitt, If you will permit, let us have the community list shown, 
too, because in many instances 3 or 4 farmers or ranchers use an area 
together. 

Mr. Poags. Surely. 

Mr. Hixu. Will you show that, too? 

Mr. Crarts. Yes. 

(The information requested is as follows:) 
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Mr. Hii. Now do you agree with me that if the Federal Govern- 
ment can reserve the mineral rights even though they have no idea 
there are any minerals there, if they have a right to retain reservoir or 
dam sites, that some way ought to be worked out that they can retain 
to some degree the control of the top surface of this land? 

Mr. Triaes. We certainly agree with you. We think this program 
should not be used as a device to plow up a lot of Dust Bow] land that 
has been taken out of agriculture, because of the erosion hazard that 
would thus be created. In my thinking, I had thought this was ade- 
quately protected by the language in the bill, H. R. 161, that says it 
must. be suitable for agricultural productions ‘consistent with the 
purpose of this act.” 

Mr. Hixu. But, if the gentleman will permit, that is in regard to the 
sale of the land. After you once lose title to the land, that clause 
would have no force or effect. 

Mr. Triees. That is correct. I think we would hesitate to see a 
great extension of the practice of establishing Federal easements, which 
is what you might call it, on the use of land for all time into the future. 
I am not prepared to say there might not be some reason to do it, per- 
haps restricting it to livestock production in certain instances; but I 
hope it could be limited so far as possible. 

Mr. Poace. I want to agree with you there. It is an extremely 
dangerous thing to write covenants running with the land and say 
we can sit here and pass judgment for all time and eternity sitting 
here with the limited knowledge we have. We almost assume unto 
ourselves the knowledge of the All Powerful when we do that. 

Mr. Triaes. Yes. 

Mr. Poaaer. And it is a power that we ought to exercise with 
extreme care. On the other hand, I agree with Mr. Hill that we ought 
to see to it that we are not allowing a recurrence of this thing; but we 
do not want to build up another evil in doing so. 

Mr. Hix. Let me ask the chairman this. Back in my own thinking 
is this: Is there not some way in order to sell this land that we could 
plan it so that it could be put into a soil conservation district before 
it is sold and let the local people vote in the soil conservation district 
and within that district we would prohibit the breaking up of this land? 

Certainly we do that in our irrigation practices. We simply say, 
“Here is an irrigation ditch and we put all of the land along that 
irrigation ditch under agreements of a certain type and we recognize 
the corporation that takes care of the water that covers that area, 
and would there be any reason in the world, just because it has not 
been done, that is no reason it could not be done?” I have in mind 
such an area in Weld County, Colo. Is there any reason in the world 
that we could not set up the area that belongs to us now as a soil 
conservancy district under which the land has to be sold according 
to the regulations and restrictions as set down in the State legislature 
by State law, voted on, and absolutely supported by the community 
itself? 

You people are not saying we cannot do that? 
Mr. Pecaie. If you are asking me, I do not know the answer to 
that question. 

Mr. Poages. I think it is clear that, under the language of H. R. 
161, the Department could do exactly that thing right now, if they 
felt it was desirable. If the Secretary found it was not consistent 
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with the purpose of this act to sell this land until those things could 
be done, you might leave it to the discretion of the Secretary. He 
might find he should only do that in some sections of Colorado and 
not in New Mexico, and therefore you have to leave the bill rather 
wide open to the discretion of the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Mr. Hiuu. You are talking exactly of what I have in mind. I have 
thought about this a lot. If we can form a conservancy district and 
include property in the State of Colorado in that district, including 
the city limits of incorporated cities, which we do, and build a water 
system where we bring water through the mountains, in some way, 
the lawyers you and I are talking about, and not us, we could not 
set up this whole area in this particular county as a conservancy dis- 
trict, and every foot of land sold in that district would have to come 
under the rules and regulations as set down in a certain bill passed 
by the State legislature and O. K’d and accepted by the Congress of 
these United States. 

Why could not we do that? I think we are going to have to do it; 
I think it is going to have to be done. 

Mr. PoaGce. Under this bill right now, if the Secretary feels that 
would be desirable in that part of Colorado—and I think it would 
be from what I know about it—you would not have to change it at all. 
The Secretary has that power right now under this bill. If he wants 
to determine it is inconsistent with the purposes of this act for it to 
be returned to agricultural production, I think it would be perfectly 
reasonable to determine it was not consistent with this act in applying 
those rules. Yet in some other section of the Nation there might not 
be any reason in the world for doing that. That is the reason in 
writing my bill that I do leave the power to the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture very clearly to set up this kind of determination. And it seems 
to me that is the kind of determination we are relying on. We are 
relying on the power we place in the hands of the Secretary to deter- 
mine when it is inconsistent. 

The language of the act originally passed reads: 

The Secretary is authorized and directed to develop a program of land con- 
servation and land utilization, including the retirement of lands which are sub- 
marginal or not primarily suitable for cultivation, in order thereby to correct 
maladjustments in land use, and thus assist in controlling soil erosion, reforesta- 
tion, preserving natural resources, mitigating floods, preventing impairment of 
dams and reservoirs, conserving surface and subsurface moisture, protecting the 
watersheds of navigable streams, and protecting the public lands, health, safety, 
and welfare. 

Those are the purposes and we say to the Secretary ‘“You must 
find it is consistent with these purposes before you will allow this 
land to be sold.””, And he might very well find in Weld County, Colo., 
in order to be consistent with the purposes of this act that you must 
have a conservancy district; whereas he might find in South Carolina 
that was not a necessary requirement. 

Mr. Triees. There are so many varying conditions of all sorts 
that it looks to me like it is inevitable that you are going to have to 
give the Secretary a good deal of authority in this case, maybe more 
authority than we would really like to give the Secretary, and maybe 
one way to handle these problems is to spell out in the report the 
kind of things that should be done. 

Mr. Hix. Let me make this point. I want to get this idea over. 
I am talking about America. We still live in America and not Russia, 
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and the people in the district had to vote that conservancy district. 
And if the Secretary wanted to sell this land in New Mexico, which 
we know must be protected in the future, then the Secretary could ask 
the State of New Mexico to set aside this area and tract of land under a 
certain resolution and the people in that section would have to vote 
on. the area, by majority vote. Then we could set it up in a way that 
we could save the type of land covered by what Mr. Poage just read. 
And it is just as important to keep land from blowing and being car- 
ried away by wind, as it is to protect it from the flooding of the land 
by water and washing it away. And I have thought for a good many 
years we could do this. 

Mr. Poaaeg. Mr. Hill, we think it is better to have those people 
make their own rules than it is for us to impose them on them. That 
is the reason we have this broad language, rather than to try to spell 
out the rules here. 

Mr. Hut. In the report on a bill like this, with the advice and 
consent of the Department, we could put in the report exactly what 
we expected them to do and maybe accomplish the purpose. 

There are two groups of people from this area in Weld County, 
Colo., who live near and around this territory where the Department 
has done an excellent job in showing what can be done in the way of 
protection of the topsoil by proper planting. This is a new thing we 
have done with grass; they have spent many years working on it and 
we have a lot of things to learn about protecting our topsoil with grass. 
We have spent a lot of money and the Department tells us they have 
not developed all the information that they think they can get out in 
that area. Now two groups came in and talked to me. One group 
wanted to sell the land in a certain way, in family farms; the other 
group wanted to sell it in large tracts. So we listened to both of 
them and the only question I asked and the only question on which 
they agreed 100 percent, I said ‘You are not in favor of selling this 
land unless you protect what has already been accomplished in the way 
of conservation of the soil,” and there was not a single person in either 
group but what agreed if the land was sold by the Government, this 
work should be protected and they should not plow this land up and 
let it blow away again. 

Mr. Tricas. We thoroughly agree with you, Mr. Hill; I am sure the 
chairman does, too. It is just a matter of working out the language 
in the report to take care of it. 

Mr. Poage. Thank you so much, Mr. Triggs. 

Mr. Trices. Thank you. 

Mr. Poaae. We will now hear from Mr. Vogt. 


STATEMENT OF STANLEY VOGT, ASSISTANT COORDINATOR OF 
LEGISLATIVE SERVICES, NATIONAL FARMERS UNION 


Mr. Voer. Mr. Chairman, for the record, I am Stanley Vogt, 
assistant coordinator of legislative services, National Farmers Union. 
National Farmers Union is opposed to enactment of H. R. 161. 

The lands whose alienation from the public domain would be 
affected by passage of this bill were originally returned to public 
ownership because they had proved unsuitable to maintain an ade- 
quate family-farm pattern of agriculture in private hands. These are 
lands that in most cases whose inadaptability to private profitable 
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operation has been proven by several generations of hardship and 
failure. In a true sense, this land would never have been purchased 
originally under title II] of the Bankhead-Jones Act and predecessor 
authorities if the economic presence of people on land involved had 
not been carefully studied by economic experts in cooperation with 
local people and found to be submarginal for commercial farm use. 

After purchase by the Government, the lands involved have been 
treated scientifically and put to use in their highest and best economic 
function. These lands are being administered in the national in- 
terest by Forest Service and other highly competent agencies in full 
consideration of the economic needs and best interest of farmers and 
other citizens in the local area. All title III lands adaptable econom- 
ically to such use are being used under lease by private farmers and 
ranchers. As far as we know, all title III lands are being administered 
in a manner that contributes to a harmonizing of farm, water con- 
servation, recreational and other interests. 

We have heard no statement of impelling reasons why these lands 
should now be removed from Government ownership and effective 
administration, and returned to a previous pattern where their man- 
Bs ean had written a record of failure and misuse of land and misery 
of people. Currently, these lands are making their maximum con- 
tribution to human welfare and conservation. We see no reason to 
change the status quo. 

Mr. Hutz. Mr. Vogt, let me ask you this: Would your organiza- 
tion—and, by the way, it was some of your organization that appeared 
before me, members of the organization, out home—would you be in 
favor of the Federal Government going and buying all this lowland 
up? 

Mr. Voer. No. We see no reason to change the status quo. I 
mean to change the administration of the land the way it is now under 
the Forest Service—the land that was taken over by the Soil Conserva- 
tion Service originally. 

Mr. Hitz. You do not favor putting any of it back into private 
ownership at all; is that what you are saying? 

Mr. Voer. I think we are in agreement essentially with what you 
were saying a while ago. 

Mr. Hit. If we could get proper protection surrounding this land, 
you would be in favor of selling it? 

Mr. Voar. Yes. 

Mr. Hit. I think we are all in agreement on that. I firmly think 
we might be on the very point of solving this thing, but it should be 
returned to private ownership. I know the membership of your 
organization in this area I am talking about want it sold back to 
family-type farms. 

Mr. Voer. If it is spelled out, as you mentioned awhile ago. 

Mr. Hitz. You would favor it? 

Mr. Voer. Yes. 

Mr. Hiuu. We agree then. 

Mr. Voert. But I do not think it is spelled out. 

Mr. Hixu. No; but it is not impossible to do what I said. I just 
think because we say it has not been done, that is not any argument to 
me. We did not have roads, there, either; that seemed impossible, 
but we have them now. So that we had better consider this, and right 
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wo he ue western area is in bad shape and it is a good time to begin 
with it. 

Mr. Voet. As you know, I am familiar with that area of Weld 
County in Colorado. 

Mr. Hixxy. I would just like to take this committee through that 
land and show them what a wonderful job has been done. It is almost 
unbelievable what has been done. 

Mr. PoaGs. But we do not believe it should be sold back, as pointed 
out by Mr. Hagen and some of the others, after the Government has 
built up the land and gotten it back into perhaps what you could call 
productive capacity. We do not believe it should be sold back to be 
plowed up and blown away again. 

Mr. Hixzt. No member of this committee that I know of would be 
in favor of doing that. 

Mr. Poacr. You suggest in your statement the reason this land 
was a problem was because of the nature of the land. You said: 

These are lands that in most cases whose inadaptability to private profitable 
operation has been proven by several generations of hardship and failure. In a 
true sense, this land would never have been purchased originally under title III 
of the Bankhead-Jones Act and predecessor authorities if the economic presence 
of people on land involved had not been carefully studied by economic experts 
in cooperation with local people and found to be submarginal for commercial 
farm use. 

Now is it not a fact that the most of these lands were actually settled 
under the 160-acre homestead law, and the most of them were in 
units of 160 acres or less? 

Mr. Voer. Out in our area, it was 160 to 320 acres. 

Mr. Hrut. In our area it was the same. That would be the limit 
and then the other act gave them up to 320 acres. 

Mr. Poace. But the most of those lands were acquired in 160- 
acre lots. 

Mr. Hix. That is correct. 

Mr. Poage. And a few of them in 320-acre tracts. 

Mr. Hit. That is correct. 

Mr. Poace. Very few of them. 

Mr. Hiiu. None in our State. 

Mr. Voer. You could get 160 acres in what was called a desert 
homestead. 

Mr. Hix. And the limit was 320 acres. 

Mr. Poaae. Is this a fair statement, that practically none of this 
and acquired by the Government was in blocks of more than 320 
cres? 

Mr. Hitz. That is right—half a section. 

Mr. Poagr. And I think your experience in Montana will lead you 
to believe there are very few men who can speculate on 320 acres, 
particularly the lands in Montana. 

Mr. Hii. More men have gone broke there on some of those acres. 

Mr. Voar. I know; because I went broke on 320 acres. 

Mr. Poace. But I cannot quite agree with the statement of the 
gentleman from Colorado, that a man could not make a living on larger 
units, because men have made a living on larger units. 

Mr. Hixu. Generally it was a unit that was linked to a lot of other 
people. 

Mr. Poaar. Regardless of how they did it, it is a fact, if you had a 
large enough unit, you could actually operate on that kind of land down 
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in Colorado, Montana, and in a great many of those other areas. 
Some of those mountain units run into many thousands of acres before 
you can successfully operate, but there are units that a man can operate 
on in almost every section of the United States, are there not? 

Mr. Voer. Yes. 

Mr. Poacr. What we propose to do in this bill—at least in H. R. 
161—is that the land shall not be sold except in units that the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture finds to be sound economic units. I suppose that 
would run from 2 to 4 sections of land in all probability in most of 
that area. 

Mr. Hiut. It will vary with the sections. 

Mr. PoaGe. Yes, it would, and you still cannot make a living on 320 
acres of land in most of that area. What we are proposing under this 
bill is to regroup that land in units that will be large enough economi- 
cally support a family. 

I am not going to accept your statement that these lands cannot 
support human habitation. They can support it and they are sup- 
porting it right now, and you pointed out that most of these lands are 
leased and are being operated. The only question is getting them into 
proper units. 

We are suggesting in this bill that they have to be put in units that 
will support a family. There is where most of your trouble was, the 
way you sold this land. We wrote, during the Civil War, a 
Homestead Act based on what a man could do in IIlinois, and tried to 
apply it to the Pacific Ocean, and it would not work. What we are 
trying to do in H. R. 161 is recognize that mistake, that the homestead 
law was not perfect and did not take into consideration many of the 
natural factors. The result is we are trying to bring this all together 
did cut it up into larger blocks. 

Mr. McIntire. I would like to inquire what is considered to be 
the result of this reversion to private ownership in relation to agri- 
cultural production. What would the agricultural production be as 
compared to the agricultural production now? 

Mr. Poaaes. Most of the land now is leased to private individuals 
and most of them are running all the livestock that, in my opinion, 
they ought to run right now. Production probably would not change 
materially. The Department will get us the figures showing the 
details of the leases now outstanding, because one of the things | 
have felt was wrong about the present system was that I have felt 
that some of these individuals were getting the leases at far less than 
they would have to pay if they were leasing private lands or if they 
owned the lands. It is cheaper in many parts of the United States 
to lease Government land than to own it. You do not pay taxes on 
the land when you lease it, you do not contribute te the maintenance 
of the schools and roads; but if it is put in private hands, they will 
have to bear their share of the burden. Under the present system 
individuals leasing Government lands do not make contributions 
comparable to private ownership. I have lived under private owner- 
ship all my life, but they brought some public lands in my State and 
I know what they do, they starve communities. 

Mr. McIntire. My interest is on the side of private ownership, 
but I wanted an observation as to whether the transfer to private 
ownership would increase production. 
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Mr. Hiuu. I would say in the area where it has been mostly crop 
production, it will lessen the acreage in crops. I do not think there 
is any question about that. 

Mr. Hacen. I would like to ask this question. Would there be 
any objection to saying in this bill that where the Administrator 
deemed lands to be suitable for homestead development, that they 
should be disposed of under the homestead law? 

Mr. Poage. As far as I am concerned I will not support that be- 
cause this land has all been given away by the United States Govern- 
ment at one time and I do not see why the Federal Government should 
buy it back and give it away a second time. I think these people 
should pay the fair market value for these lands. 

Mr. Haaen. It probably would not be the same person who had it 
originally. 

Mr. Poaas. I recognize that, but if we followed the homestead law, 
we would be right back where we are now because the homestead law 
is the seat of our trouble now. 

Mr. Hagen. A determination would have to be made as to whether 
the lands are suitable for homesteading. 

Mr. Poaas. 160 acres? 

Mr. Haaen. It is conceivable some might be economic units. 

Mr. Poaas. Units of 160 acres? It would be the unusual situation. 
Most of these lands it will take several sections to support aman. As 
far as I am concerned I would not support legislation permitting the 
Government to buy land that had been homesteaded once and then 
turn around and homestead it again. 

Mr. Crarrts. Mr. Poage, I think the Department probably would 
be opposed to such a provision in the bill. 

Mr. McIntire. I would like a comment on the difference in produc- 
tion that might exist under the present law and under the law provid- 
ing the transfer to private ownership. The Department is familiar 
with the aggregate production now. 

Mr. Crarrts. I think I agree pretty largely with what Mr. Poage 
said in answer to that question. These lands are all under use now 
mainly for livestock production. They are all stocked to what in the 
judgment of the Department is the capacity of the lands, and if the 
lands went into private ownership and if they were continued to be 
managed properly for permanent production, I cannot see that the 
production would be any different than it is right now. It is possible 
they might be more heavily stocked for a short time and temporarily 
production might increase, but if that happened it would not be very 
long before production would lessen. I think the production should 
be just about the same as it is at the present time. 

Mr. Voaer. Mr. Chairman, I think he brought out the one point 
I wanted to stress. I believe under the leasing agreements there is 
some requirement as to the number of stock carried, which would not 
be so under private ownership, and we might get back into the same 
situation again. That is one of the fears we expressed in our statement, 
overstocking. I know in Mr. Fernandez’ district you need a great 
deal of that desert land for livestock. I have a friend who has 400 
sheep on 20,000 acres. 

Mr. Poace. Where did he find it? 

Mr. Voer. I think he bought it for about 3 cents an acre. 
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Mr. Poags. Anything further? If not, thank you. 

I want to ask unanimous consent to include in the record a telegram 
to our chairman from Mr. Leo V. Bodine, executive vice president of 
the National Lumber Manufacturers Association. 

(The telegram referred to is as follows:) 


WasuinctTon, D. C., June 8, 1955. 
Hon. Harotp D. Coo.ey, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
House of Representatives: 


We urge that in your consideration of H. R. 161 the bill be amended to authorize 
the sale of land suitable for forest production. Such sales would be provided 
under H. R. 5088 which we understand has administration approval. Many 
isolated or scattered tracts of forest land now being administered by the Govern- 
ment at excessive cost under the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act should be in 
private ownership to help consolidate private tree farms and other similar manage- 
ment areas in private ownership. 

Lro V. Boptnez, 
Executive Vice President, 
National Lumber Manufacturers Association. 


Mr. Poacs. And I want to ask the committee if we might not 
authorize the clerk of the committee to send some greetings to our 
former chairman, Mr. Hope, who is in the hospital, and express our 
wishes for his speedy recovery. 

Mr. Hiuu. I second the motion. 

(The motion was unanimously carried. ) 

(The following letters and statements were submitted to the sub- 
committee: ) 

O. H. HARGRAVEsS, 
Forrest City, Ark., June 17, 1955. 
' Hon. E. C, “Toox’’ Garurnes, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Took: In accordance with your letter of June 9, addressed to Mr. Jim 
Ellis, I have prepared the following statement, with his cooperation, with the 
request that you submit it to the committee. 

This is the wrong time of the year for any of the farmers in this area who are 
interested in this matter to get to Washington. 

If you think it would be advisable for some spokesman for the group to appear, 
that perhaps can be arranged. 

Mr. Ellis and I believe that H. R. 161 is far more acceptable than H. R. 5088 
of the 84th Congress, Ist session, because H. R. 161 is very definite in its purpose 
of returning public lands to private ownership and do away with the additional 
overhead of administrative expense by Government agency. 

We believe that H. R. 161 should be amended on page 2, line 15 beginning 
with (1) by inserting the following: 

“Persons whose farm or ranch land has been acquired by the United States 
since December 7, 1941, and persons who are former and/or residents of the 
property, or their children.” 

So many of our citizens of Forrest City, Colt, and Pine Tree were displaced in 
1932 by condemnation proceedings in Federal court at Helena and were literally 
forced to leave their homes. It is nothing but right that these former citizens 
and owners be permitted to regain their lands, and if possible, to pay only the 
price that they were forced to take by condemnation proceedings. 

Sincerely, your friend, 
O. H. HarGraves. 
AFFIDAVIT 
STaTE oF ARKANSAS, 
County of St. Francis, ss: 

Statement of Mr. Jim Ellis of R. F. D. Rt. 1, Colt, Ark., who being duly sworn, 
states: 

My name is Jim Ellis; I am 59 years of age, and have been a citizen of St. 
Francis County, Ark., all of my life. I was born in the area now covered by 
AK-~LU-4-Forest City, and I am an adjacent landowner to said project and know 
the following facts: 
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My farm on which I have lived all my life, raised my family and made a good 
living and been a good citizen is of the same type of soil that is contained through- 
out this project. At the time that this project was established it was in a rather 
isolated part of the county and its loss of taxpaying land to the county did not 
matter too much, but since this time we have discovered diversified farming, 
fertilizer, new crops, soil conservation, and irrigation. I know that all of this 
land would make excellent farmlands that would permit continued development 
of agriculture in our area. The water level below this land is 26 feet and any 
and all of it could be irrigated properly. through shallow water wells. It is my 
desire and the desire of my neighbors to open this land up to private ownership 
and H. R. 161 does this adequately. 

I am opposed to H. R. 5088, 84th Congress, Ist session, because seemingly the 
purpose of this bill is to defeat the purpose of H. R. 161. We, and I speak for 
my neighbors, seriously object to further public ownership of lands in this county, 
thus depriving our schools and Government of the tax revenue which such land 
would bring into our county treasury. 

We are further opposed to the use of this land as a game preserve as the acre- 
age is not sufficient to support any sizable game preserve as in the past. This 
situation is brought about by the fact that north, south, east, and west of this 
area heretofore has been almost exclusively woodland, but now with private 
ownership and development this area for the existing game to migrate to is now 
agricultural fields. 

We seriously dispute any finding that the soil in this area is not suitable to 
agriculture. 

Jim E.wuis. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 18th day of June, 1955. 

[SEAL] ; CHARLINE FITzPpaTRICK, 

Notary Public. 

My commission expires March 30, 1958. 


STATEMENT OF HON. OTTO KRUEGER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH DAKOTA, ON H. R. 6815 


Mr. Kruecer. For consideration of the committee on H. R. 6815, 
I submit the following statements from North Dakota grazing asso- 
ciations in opposition to subsection F of the above bill. 

These statements outline the position of the 600 members who now 
use these title III lands in connection with their faming and grazing 
operations, in the development of economic units that could not 
function if the provisions of subsection F were applied to the sale of 
this land. 

Operation of these grazing units has been very successful, particu- 
larly in the control of range and the practice of a good grass-conserva- 
tion program. These ranchers would like to continue that way and 
will do so if they have the opportunity to acquire these lands for 
themselves. 

I concur with the ideas expressed by the grazing association repre- 
sentatives and trust that the committee will give serious consideration 
to the effect that the provision of subsection F will have on the 
operation of hundreds of small ranchers. 

The privilege of submitting statements from Angus K. Kennedy, 
president of the North Dakota Grazing Association, Glenn Strom, 
chairman of the Little Missouri Grazing Association, John Rouzie, 
Little Missouri Grazing Association, and a letter from Brooks Keogh, 
president of the North Dakota Stockmen’s Association, is appreciated. 
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SraTEMENT oF Ancus K. KENNEDY. PRESIDENT, NortH Daxota GRAZING 
ASSOCIATION 


As president of the North Dakota Grazing Association, I represent the four 
county grazing associations in the State and their 600 members whom I will later 
refer to as permittees. These 600 farmers are users of the title III lands, or those 
lands purchased by authorization of the Bankhead-Jones Farm Tenant Act of 
July 1987. I shall refer to these lands later as Government lands. 

These lands were purchased in 1937 and 1938 except for a few small tracts. 
Since that time the respective county grazing associations have leased the Gov- 
ernments lands on 10-year contracts. In turn, the county grazing association 
issued annual grazing permits to the permittees. These permittees have attained 
their status in accordance with the rules set out in the above-mentioned act. 

The administration of these lands has been very satisfactory to the people who 
live in these communities, to the local municipalities (county, Government, 
school districts, etc.) and I believe to the State, it has been beneficial also, by 
virtue of making efficient taxpayers and cooperative citizens of these small 
farmers who were hardly earning enough to buy their own food in the 1930’s. 

In McKenzie County the total number of acres under fence is about 848,000. 
Approximately 60 percent of this land belongs to the Government. The remainder 
is controlled by the grazing association or private operators working with or 
through the grazing association. These lands are more or less intermingled. in 
some cases the operator is isolated by the Government lands; and in some other 
cases the Government lands are isolated by ranch headquarters. 

The maximum permit allowed is 350 cow units. However, there are very few 
of the maximums in the State. The average size of all permits in North Dakota 
is 123 cow units. This is, of course, hardly an economic unit on a farm or ranch 
in North Dakota. Were it not for some cash crop, hogs, and their own resource- 
fulness these farmers would not have a living now. 

The North Dakota Grazing Association’s directors are elected annually, which 
makes for a fair representation each year. This group has always gone on 
record as objecting to the sales of these Government lands. However, if they 
must be sold we feel that the users should have an opportunity to meet the high 


bid when the land is sold. I am sure that it will be necessary to set up a line of 
credit for many of these small operators to purchase the lands they are using 
and maintain an existence in their home communities. 

It seems quite obvious that big money is behind the different bills now in 
Congress to sell these Government lands. We are in favor of the family-sized 
operation in North Dakota and want H. R, 6815 killed. 


STATEMENT OF GLENN StROM, CHAIRMAN, LitTLE Missov:21 GRAZING 
AssociaTION, RHAME, N. DAK. 


In the thirties under the Roosevelt administration the Government purchased 
145,000 acres of land in our vicinity. As you will recall at that time every thing 
looked pretty bad and this land was purchase d from people who were leaving 
the country and some others who felt it a wise choice to sell. Practically all of 
the land purchased is rough land, grassland, It was classified as submarginal. 

Myself and 106 other members of the Little Missouri Grazing Association have 
used this land under the submarginal program by paying a head rent and pasturing 
our cattle throughout the summer on this land. In 1954 the land was transferred 
to the Forest Service under the Department of Agriculture. The operation of the 
land remained the same, the Government directed and the Little Missouri Asso- 
ciation allocated the land to the users. 

In my own ease and in practically every case of all our members we own our 
farms and ranches comprising our cropland, hay land and some pastures. We 
turn out on the Government land only in the summer. Since conditions changed 
in the thirties all of us have bought land from the counties and other people 
trying to get a productive unit with enough grass to protect ourselves from over- 
grazing and avoiding a duplication of the thirties. 

All of this Government land would have been in the hands of members had it 
not been federally owned and impossible to buy. We have paid the Government 
for the land through our head-rental basis. Myself and many of our members 
have placed dams, fences, w eg on this land without any additional cost 
to the Federal Government. We have followed good agricultural practices in 
protecting this land from overgrazing. 
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Now for myself, I have worked hard for 25 years to get an operating ranch, as 
well as other members, and we would find ourselves without summer pasture and 
it would be impossible for us to continue. The people that would come in under 
the priority in paragraph F would not realize the conditions in this country from 
year to year and find themselves with a noneconomic unit and they would go 
broke. It would put our own ranching country back to where we were prior to 
1930 when each individual would not‘own enough land or control enough land to 
make a living on it. While we out here cannot speak for all federally owned lands 
we do feel that our 106 members should definitely have a priority in the purchase 
of this submarginal land. 


STATEMENT OF JOHN Rovuzisz, LirrLe Missourr Grazing Association, BowMAN, 
Y. Dak. 


In Slope and Bowman Counties, governed by the Little Missouri Grazing 
Association, there are approximately 145,000 acres. ‘These lands are supervised 
by the Forestry Department under the Department of Agriculture. They in 
turn work through a local board which meets periodically at Amidor, N. Dak., 
for our district. The ranchers in the area get a head allotment for which they 
pay so much to the Government. This head allotment is based on good agricul- 
tural practices and is primarily to avoid overgrazing so that we won’t put ourselves 
in the same position we were in the thirties. 

These lands were purchased for the Government under the Roosevelt adminis- 
tration in the thirties. As you will recall there were a lot of people who figured 
that western North Dakota was fit only for the Indians at that time. The people 
out here realize that the small amount of land involved in North Dakota will not 
change anyone’s thinking regarding bill 6815 as that consists of the entire United 
States. In the meantime the people out here do not have any fight with the 
Department of Agriculture or those administering these submarginal lands. We 
feel it has been done as fair and equitably as anything of that nature could have 
been carried on. 

However, if these lands are to be sold by the Government the ranchers in the 
area that are using the land feel that they should have a priority in the purchase 
of such land for the following reasons: 

1. Their entire livelihood depends on having this rougher type land for summer 
grazing. They have paid rent on it for many yeras to the Government and I 
believe you know that, generally speaking, anyone renting private land out here 
has always been given the opportunity to buy it when the landowner comes to sell. 

2. The basic unit on these ranches comprising the man’s headquarters also 
comprise his crop and hay land. These units are privately owned, hence anyone 
else purchasing this rough submarginal land based on the priority in bill 6815 
would only be asking for an economic catastrophe as he would not be able to pre- 
pare winter feed, would not get enough range to make an economic unit without 
being grossly overgrazed, thereby flirting with a dry-year disaster. 

3. The people using these lands have made many improvements on it such as 
water holes, fences, etc., in many instances without any cost to the Government. 
They have also been a partner with the Government in conservation of grasses. 
Now wouldn’t it be a fine thing if a stranger stepped in and bought the land 
where they had conserved grasses and we would be right back to where we were 
25 years ago? 

4. A priority should be granted to these people who have used the land if for 
no other reason than the basic fact that they would now have held title to the 
land in most instances either througk purchase from marginal operators or coun- 
ties had not the Government stepped in and purchased a] this land in the thirties. 
This is both an economic problem for the entire western North Dakota and also a 
personal problem for myself as we have a ranch where we pay head rent to the 
Government on lands intermingled with ourown. Were a man to purchase these 
lands, our ranch would lose its value and not be a decent operating unit, also the 
individual purchasing the lands would only be kidding himself by attempting to 
make a profit off the rough parts of the ranch where it is economically impossible 
to operate as a unit. 

I hope you ean see this picture and that the men in Washington will see fit to 
grant present operators priority rights if and when this land is to be sold so that 
they may purchase the land at a fair market value and protect that which they 
have spent a lifetime building up. 
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Norta Dakota StrockMEN’s ASSOCIATION, 
Bismarck, N. Dak., July 8, 1956. 
Hon. Orro KRUEGER, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Kruecer: Thank you for your wire regarding H. R. 6815. I have 
been on a roundup and consequently have not gotten this letter written sooner. 

I have not seen a copy of H. R. 6815, but it is my understanding that this bill 
provides for the disposition of title III lands first to veterans, then to the original 
owners (if they sold their land after 1941), and finally to the highest bidder. 

Very few of the present operators would be in any of these classes. All of the 
North Dakota land was purchased prior to 1941. We know that there are eastern 
moneyed interests that would like to buy this land and would be in a financial 
position to purchase the land for a price that the local operators would not pay. 

I realize that it is the thought of the administration as well as that of the forestry 
people that the land should be sold. In talking to some of these people, I find 
that it is their opinion that the land has been well used and that they do not wish 
to disturb the present use of it. While North Dakota people would much perfer 
to continue renting the land from the Federal Government as they have in the 
past, I realize that if it is the desire of the administration to sell the land, it will 
be sold. 

I really feel that this would be the permanent solution to this problem; but of 
course if the present operators are to take advantage of the sale, a reasonable 
price would have to be established, as well as long-term credit terms. If this 
were worked out, I feel that western North Dakota would see a permanent stable 
economy among the users of the land. Most of the present users of this land are 
families of the original owners of the land and these people have used this area 
for many years. 

It has been suggested to me by Government people that perhaps a fair price 
would be the average price of the land over a period of 30 years. This would take 
into consideration the price the Federal Government paid for the land originally. 

They also suggested that a 20- to 30-year payment period be established. I 
know that such a bill would meet with the approval of the North Dakota people. 
By such a program the present usage of the land would not be disturked. 


We will have to depend on your folks to advise us as to our procedure in this 
matter. In the event you feel we should be present at the hearings we will be 
very happy to have representation in Washington. In the event you should need 
any additional material we will be glad to send it. 

Very truly yours, 


Brooks Kroau, President. 


Srate or Monrana, 
Montana Grass CONSERVATION COMMISSION, 
Lewistown, Mont., July 2, 1956. 
Hon. Mrxe MANSFIELD, 
United States Senate, 
Washington 25, D. C. 


Dear SENATOR MansFIELD: This is to advise you of this commission’s objections 
to H. R. 6815 introduced in the House of Representatives by Mr. Poage, of Texas, 
relating to lands acquired under title III of the Bankhead-Jones Act. 

As we understand it, this proposal if enacted into law would prohibit the 
Department of Agriculture from ieasing its lands acquired under the above act 
to any of Montana’s cooperative State grazing districts as they have done in the 
= due to the fact that the districts are not political subdivisions of the State. 

he section (sec. (b)) would of course also prohibit the leasing of these lands 
direct to individuals as is being done in areas outside of our districts. 

In section (d) of the bill there is a proposal for the sale of certain of these lands 
if classified as suitable for return to private ownership by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture. No preference is given the current user for the purchase of. these lands, 
instead preference is given in the following order: (1) Persons whose lands were 
actives: by the United States since December 7, 1941; (2) veterans; (3) other 
qualified applicants according to priority of application. 

It has long been recognized by authorities in the field of land management that 
stability in the use of the land, that is know from one year to the next that a certain 
tract will be allotted to him will bring about increased benefits to the landlord, 
the operator, the community, and the land itself. If the system proposed were 
to be employed, it would in our opinion completely destroy the stability of the 
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livestock industry in the areas concerned; which stability has been achieved in 
Montana through the Montana Grass Conservation Act and compatible rules and 
regulations laid down by the Department of Agriculture for the administration 
of their lands. Does it not seem sound that the same principles be adhered to in 
the sale of these lands as in the leasing of them in order to prevent a recurrence of 
the situation whick. brought about their purchase in the first place? 

The commission would like it understood that it is not arguing the merits of 
whether or not these lands should be in private ownership, but rather is questioning 
the system employed to return them tosuch ownership. 

We strongly urge in closing, that hearings be held out here if possible, in the 
areas which will be affected by this proposal to allow those concerned an oppor- 
tunity to be heard before final action is taken. 

Very truly yours, 


Mons L, Trtcen, 
Secretary, Grass Conservation Commission. 
Mr. Poacsr. The committee will stand adjourned until 10 o’clock 
tomorrow morning. 
(Thereupon, at 12:25 p. m. the hearing was adjourned.) 


x 





